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Abstract 
Taxicabs provide ground transportation services in airports worldwide. Deregulation of the 
United States (US) transportation industry has required local US airports to engage with 
various external actors to ensure that taxicabs are readily available for airport patrons. This 
thesis utilizes a governance framework to unpack, examine and analyze the engagements that 
are undertaken in conjunction with US airport taxicab planning activities, and how these 
processes can foster mutually beneficial supply-side taxicab service improvements. 
Airports are increasingly focused on customer service improvements to ensure their long-
term survival. US airports expanded curbside loading areas and terminal roadways, enlarged 
public parking facilities, and developed consolidated rental car centers to accommodate 
increased air passenger volumes to enhance the airport’s landside experience. However, few 
US airports have undertaken policies to improve the taxicab services provided to airport 
patrons. 
The use of a governance framework uncovers new insights, providing airport management 
with fresh planning tools to develop mutually beneficial supply-side taxicab service 
improvements. Deregulation, and the resulting fragmentation of the US taxicab industry, has 
required airports to adopt a stronger network governance approach in their taxicab planning 
activities. Thus, US airports are in the process of transitioning from a hierarchical to a 
network governance mode to address airport taxicab service and operating issues. The 
resulting taxicab service improvements are intended to enhance the airport patron’s travel 
experience; nevertheless, these changes may also result in increases in the air passenger 
ground transportation modal share, resulting in reductions in both airport-generated traffic 
and associated vehicular emissions. 
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Chapter 1:  Introduction 
US airports have failed to achieve air passenger ground transportation modal shares approaching 
those of their Asian and European counterparts. Although taxicabs and other airport ground 
transportation services have historically been readily available to air passengers at US airports, 
the private automobile continues to be the primary ground access mode for all US airport-based 
trips. The lack of significant rail-based airport ground transportation alternatives at US airports 
limits the ability of these airports to generate increases in the air passenger ground transportation 
modal share. Efforts to foster supply-side taxicab service improvements may be one of the few 
means by which US airports may be able achieve significant increases in the air passenger 
ground transportation modal share. However, US airport governance challenges have failed to 
cultivate the necessary interactions or engagements from the legions of independent taxicab 
drivers; their coordination is required to promulgate mutually agreeable supply-side service 
improvements, which are vital to successfully attract air passengers away from the private 
automobile for their airport-based trips. 
Transportation planners have primarily used rational, mathematically-based models to address 
transportation-based research questions. Through the development and use of discrete variables 
from which utility models have been developed simulating airport travel behavior, US airports 
have used the results to identify, evaluate, and resolve issues related to airport ground access. 
However, contemporary transportation planning issues involving either the alteration of long-
established air passenger ground transportation mode choices, or supply-side taxicab service 
improvements designed to increase the air passenger ground transportation modal split, 
necessitate looking at complex economic, political, and social issues that influence how taxicab 
services are received by US airport patrons.  The impacts that these issues may have on US 
airport taxicab services vary considerably, depending upon both quantifiable and non-
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quantifiable factors, thus making the use of traditional, mathematically-based transportation 
planning techniques unusable. 
This exploratory investigation into US airport transportation planning policies intended to foster 
supply-side taxicab service improvements that results in an increased air passenger ground 
transportation modal share will examine: how US airport taxicab services are currently provided; 
how US airports currently undertake taxicab planning initiatives to ensure taxicab availability for 
airport patrons; and the barriers and opportunities affecting the taxicab’s role in the US airport 
ground transportation marketplace. A thorough exploration of this subject must inescapably 
describe how US airports interact or engage with the owners of the taxicab operators, the 
numerous independent contractors who drive the taxicabs, and the off-airport transport regulatory 
agencies who license and regulate local taxicab services in conjunction with the activities 
pertaining to the planning and provision of airport taxicab services. Consequently, governance 
theory is employed as a research method to accurately address and analyze the complex 
interactions or engagements in which US airports undertake transportation planning initiatives to 
have taxicab services available to airport patrons, and to alter air passenger ground transport 
mode choice towards taxicabs and other airport ground transportation modes.     
1.1 BACKGROUND 
In the early days of commercial air transport, airports were located well away from urban 
population centers (Cooper, Mundy and Nelson 2010; Kazda and Caves 2000). The early 
airlines negotiated directly with bus operators (Kazda and Caves 2000) and taxicab operators 
(Cooper et al. 2010) to make available ground transportation services between the airport 
and city centers competitive with other inter-city transportation modes (e.g., bus lines and 
railroads). The governmental entities operating American airports later took over the 
function of providing airline passengers with ground transportation services through the use 
of concession or other contractual agreements with selected operators (Cooper et al. 2010; 
La Croix, Mak and Miklius 1991; La Croix, Mak and Miklius 1986; Kitch, Issacson and 
Kasper 1971). The widespread use of these concession or contractual agreements by US 
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airports had the result of closing the airport ground transportation marketplace to new 
operators for a number of decades. It was not until the deregulation of the US transportation 
industry in the 1970s and 1980s that these airports began to open up the airport ground 
transportation marketplace to new operators and services (Cooper et al. 2010; Cervero 1996; 
La Croix et al. 1991; La Croix et al. 1986; Zerbe 1983). 
The changes that US transportation deregulation wrought at numerous airports with 
commercial airline services in conjunction with the provision of airport taxicab services can 
be seen in the following two figures. Prior to deregulation, airport taxicab service 
arrangements were relatively simple, given the high degree of governmental control over the 
taxicab industry. Municipal taxicab regulatory agencies exercised very restrictive controls 
over the taxicab industry to provide stability to the local transportation marketplace. US 
airports used concession or other contractual agreements with selected taxicab operators to 
control the quantity and quality of taxicab services offered to airport patrons. The taxicab 
drivers were, at that time, bona-fide employees operating completely under the direction of 
the taxicab operators in providing on-demand transport services to the traveling public 
through the use of the taxicab operator’s vehicles in combination with their respective 
taxicab dispatching systems (see Figure 1-1). After deregulation, US airport taxicab service 
arrangements became more complex, with significant variations in such arrangements 
occurring nationwide. The US taxicab marketplace was opened up at many airports and 
municipalities nationwide, as regulatory powers at all levels of government, including those 
at both the municipal level and at the airports, were significantly reduced to foster 
competition and improve transport services. This reduction in local taxicab regulatory 
oversight resulted in US airports and their respective transport regulatory agencies forming 
alliances pooling their remaining regulatory powers to exercise some level of control over 
both the taxicab operators and the independent contractor drivers in order to protect the 
traveling public. Concurrently, the taxicab operators replaced their employee drivers with 
independent contractors to maintain their profitability through the elimination of employee 
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wages and benefits. The abolition of the employer-employee relationship between the 
taxicab operators and the drivers ultimately resulted in the independent contractor drivers 
now becoming the primary, if not sole determiner of the level and quality of local taxicab 
services being provided to the traveling public (see Figure 1-2). 
 
Figure 1-1: US Airport Taxicab Service Arrangements – Prior to Deregulation 
 
Roadway improvements to enhance airport accessibility in US population centers did not 
commence until after World War II (Kazda and Caves 2000). Even with these 
improvements, airport and other transport professionals acknowledged in the late 1960s that 
inadequate airport ground access impeded the further growth of air transport (Shapiro and 
Katzman 1998; Shapiro 1997; Lacombe 1994; Barnum 1975; Baker and Wilmotte 1970). 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), the Federal agency responsible for oversight of the 
US aviation system, reported in 1978 that inadequate ground access capacity was a cause for 
excessive delays at 13 of the 16 US airports studied (Lacombe 1994). The problems 
associated with inadequate airport ground access were identified at both large and small US 
airports (Shriner and Hoel 1999). Although the private automobile has been identified as a 
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cause for airport passenger delays and landside traffic congestion (Mandle, Mansel and 
Coogan 2000), the private automobile continues to be the primary transport mode for all US 
airport-related trips (Coogan, MarketSense Consulting LLC and Jacobs Consultancy 2008; 
Leigh Fisher Associates, Coogan and MarketSense 2002). 
 
 
Figure 1-2: US Airport Taxicab Service Arrangements – After Deregulation 
 
The relationship between US airports and the private automobile extends beyond simply 
being the primary transport mode for airport patrons. Income from public parking and related 
services routinely generate the largest proportion of an airport’s non-aeronautical revenues 
(Ricando & Associates Inc. and DMR Consulting and Resource Systems Group Inc. 2010; 
Graham 2009; Nichol 2007; Graham 2001).  Although public parking may be constrained 
due to seasonal demand, physical space constraints, or environmental-related policies, air 
passengers are more likely to be picked up or dropped off in private automobiles at terminal 
curbside loading zones rather than utilizing taxicabs or other ground transportation modes 
(Ricando & Associates Inc. et al. 2010). However, these airports in the future may find it 
difficult to simply construct additional public parking facilities given their negative impacts 
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on environmental sustainability (Chester, Horvath and Madanat 2011). The factors 
influencing the public to choose the private automobile for their airport-based trips, 
regardless of possible parking constraints or disincentives, will not be addressed in this 
research. 
US airports, as a public enterprise, are also financially dependent upon revenues from rental 
car operations. Rental cars revenues are currently the second highest source of non-
aeronautical revenue at medium and small-hub airports, and the third highest source at large-
hub airports (Nichol 2007). However, the rental car fees collected by airports (e.g., car rental 
percentage fee, land and space rental, and customer transportation fees) fail to cover all of an 
airport’s costs in making rental car services available to the traveling public (Nichol 2007). 
The availability of airport rental car services may not have an effect on taxicabs or other 
airport ground transportation services, as these customers are likely to have travel plans or 
destinations that make the use of airport ground transportation modes impractical.  Research 
into airport rental car customers may be capable of identifying why these airport patrons may 
not be attracted to taxicabs or other airport ground transportation services; however, this 
analysis does not address this aspect of modal choice. 
Demand by air passengers for airport ground transportation services, including taxicabs, 
continue to exist, although the private automobile is the dominant mode choice for US 
airport-based trips (Coogan et al. 2008; Leigh Fisher Associates et al. 2002; Leigh Fisher 
Associates, Coogan and MarketSense 2000). Private operators provide taxicab and other 
ground transportation services to airport patrons through an integrated transport scheme (de 
Neufville 2006). Local or state government license ground transportation service providers 
with varying degrees of oversight depending upon the jurisdiction involved (Cooper et al. 
2010; Cervero 1996). In the case of taxicabs, the drivers who actually provide the service to 
the traveling public are primarily independent contractors who rent or lease the taxicab 
(Cooper et al. 2010). Many of these drivers are immigrants (Bruno 2008) who report earning 
a marginal income after deducting operating expenses (Leavitt and Blasi 2009; Bruno 2008; 
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Blasi and Leavitt 2006). The US airport ground transportation market can be highly 
competitive. It is not uncommon at airports for drivers to overcharge customers, solicit fares, 
or get into physical altercations with other drivers for customers (Cervero 1996). To 
minimize these problems while continuing to provide airport patrons with taxicabs and other 
ground transportation services with short waiting times, many US airports have planned and 
implemented dispatching and related monitoring systems to manage the airport terminal 
ground transportation loading zones. 
US airports, like their international counterparts, place a high regard on the efficiency of 
their operation to both attract new airline services, as well as maintain existing ones (Oum, 
Adler and Yu 2008). While US airports have undertaken major expansion programs over the 
past few decades in response to increased airline flight activity and air passenger volumes, 
many of these airports have also embarked upon implementing strategic initiatives that 
integrate customer satisfaction goals into their operations to increase their non-aeronautical 
revenues (Paternoster 2008).      
Simultaneously, concerns in response to the growth of both airports and commercial air 
travel have resulted in a number of airports adopting policies to increase the air passenger 
ground transportation modal share (Graham 2001). Increases in the air passenger ground 
transportation modal share can result in a corresponding reduction in vehicular traffic on the 
airport’s landside roadway network (de Neufville and Odoni 2003; Graham 2001; Lacombe 
1994). The relative successes of these airport policies to increase the air passenger ground 
transportation modal share, while simultaneously reduce airport-generated vehicle traffic and 
their associated atmospheric releases are currently unknown. While this examination of US 
airport taxicab planning activities may invariably touch upon these environmental concerns, 
this research will not appraise the effectiveness of these airport planning initiatives towards 
the amount of greenhouse gases (GHGs) and other emissions generated by airport-generated 
vehicular traffic into the atmosphere. 
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Prior research into airport ground access and air passenger transport mode choices has relied 
on the use of travel demand and travel behavior studies to analyze the problems. These types 
of studies are indicative of the use of traditional transportation planning methodologies 
which mathematically measure and analyze quantitative data to predict future passenger 
travel patterns within the context of airport ground transportation infrastructure and services. 
The following is a list of the primary studies in which airport ground access issues have been 
investigated:  
• Access Mode Choice (Tam, Lam and Lo 2010; Tam, Lam and Lo 2008; Tam 2006; de 
Neufville 2006; Tam, Tam and Lam 2005; Mandle et al. 2000; Harvey 1986; de 
Neufville and Mierzejewski 1972).  
• Design and Efficiency of Airport Intermodal Facilities (Conway, Kamga, Yazici, and 
Singhal 2012, Manataki and Zografos 2010; Manataki and Zografos 2009; Correia, 
Wirasinghe and de Barros 2008; Correia, Wirasinghe and de Barros 2008; Correia and 
Wirasinghe 2007). 
• Forecasting and Models (Castillo-Manzano 2010; Derudder, Devriendt and Witlox 2010; 
Jehanfo and Dissanayake 2009; Lu, Gosling, Ceder, Tung, Tso, Shladover, Xiong and 
Yoon 2008; Tsamboulas and Nikoleris 2008; Gosling 2006; Monteiro and Hansen 2007; 
Pulugurtha and McCall 2007; Lu, Gosling and Xiong 2005; Pels, Nijkamp and Prietveld 
2003; Psaraki  and Abacoumkin 2002; Raguraman 1999; Shriner and Hoel 1999; Shapiro 
and Katzman 1998; Gosling 1997; Shapiro 1997; Higgins 1994; de Neufville 1973). 
The use of these mathematically-based transportation research methods has provided 
valuable empirical insights; for instance, although all air passengers are highly time sensitive 
as a group (Harvey 1986), business travelers are much more sensitive to travel time than 
leisure travelers, and this has an effect on both travel mode and airport choices (Pels et al. 
2003). Regardless of the sensitivity of air passengers to travel time, a high percentage of 
these travelers are unwilling to pay additional costs for a mode resulting in a reduction of 
airport travel time (Tsamboulas and Nikoleris 2008). The ever increasing use of low cost air 
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carriers by the traveling public will require airports and the airport ground transportation 
industry to boost their efforts towards the availability of more cost-effective airport ground 
transportation modes (de Neufville 2006). Thus, the ability of a US airport to achieve 
increased air passenger volumes and associated revenues from the growth in air carrier 
activities is, to some unknown degree, dependent upon the availability of airport taxicab and 
other ground transportation services. The provision of these ground transportation services 
for use by airport patrons compels airport staff to develop and maintain unique relationships 
with any number of outside actors, including both the taxicab operators and large numbers of 
independent contractor taxicab drivers, to insure the availability of these services within a 
highly competitive marketplace whenever the airport experiences commercial flight 
activities. In addition, any number of external transport regulatory agencies may be involved 
in any of these plans and programs within a web of overlapping governmental controls that 
relate to the public oversight of airport ground transportation services.      
However, the accuracy of the empirical insights developed from these airport ground access 
research activities over time, in either the planning of new airport ground access 
infrastructure projects, or the provision of new or improved ground transportation services to 
improve US airport accessibility, is currently uncertain. Airport transportation planning 
models are unable to account for every variable in an air passenger’s transport modal choice 
(Gosling 2006). These rational mathematically-based models are also unable to address 
qualitative-based transportation questions that may provide additional insights for airport 
staff into air passenger travel behavior, including those that may be slightly irrational and 
that may involve various demographic and socio-economic factors (Clifton and Handy 
2003). Last, these traditional transportation planning models involving abstract mathematical 
demand modeling functions, do not lend themselves easily in any examination involving 
complex supply-side activities (Florian and Gaudry 1980); for the impacts that passenger 
comfort-based amenities and other qualitative customer service improvements would have 
on transport service demand in an increasingly deregulated intercity passenger transportation 
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system are difficult to accurately quantify in a rational-based model (Lardinois 1987). The 
literature has recently identified that airport landside access planning models overestimate 
public transit demand by failing to incorporate airport-based employee transportation 
patterns (Kisia 2012). 
Thus, this exploratory examination of the use of supply-side taxicab service improvements at 
US airports to increase the air passenger ground transportation modal split, while 
simultaneously reducing airport landside traffic congestion and increasing the overall airport 
travel experience, will necessitate the use of a research method other than the traditional 
mathematically-based transportation planning methods used in past airport ground access 
studies. The choice of a suitable research method through which to study this current 
contemporary transportation planning issue must be capable of examining the complexities 
of, and the various parties involved in the provision of US airport taxicab services. The 
chosen research method must also be capable of examining ever-changing relationships 
among independent entities within an extremely fluid but transparent decision-making 
environment, in which no single entity has the ability to unilaterally impose their decisions 
on other participants. Lastly, the research data that is collected and analyzed from the chosen 
research method for this study involving US airport taxicab planning functions must be 
capable of uncovering opportunities whereby sustainable long term increases in the air 
passenger ground transportation modal share are possible.  
There is currently little information in the literature regarding the organization and structure 
of airport organizational units responsible for ground transportation planning and operations. 
The two seminal articles on US airport ground transport management written in the 1990s 
(Mundy 1992, Rutner and Mundy 1996) focused on the development, organization, and 
regulatory roles by which US airports manage ground transportation operations. The articles 
specifically noted the need for airports to create an environment in which a fair or level 
playing field may exist so that all airport ground transportation operators and drivers are able 
to compete equally in the airport marketplace. 
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The underlying concept of fairness by the governors towards the governed stems from the 
ideal that public entities within a liberal democratic governmental environment are expected 
to be impartial in their activities in order to benefit the entire society (Dean 2010). However, 
the deregulation of the US airline industry, coupled with increasing uncertainties about the 
financing of needed infrastructure improvements benefitting the US aviation system, and 
especially the airline industry, have resulted in numerous airport stakeholders, including the 
airlines, the public and nearby governmental entities, increasing their participation in US 
airport planning and management decision-making processes. This increase in stakeholder 
participation in both FAA-mandated airport planning processes and the decisions resulting 
from those planning processes has resulted in the infiltration of social and political 
influences into these particular US transportation planning efforts (Goetz and Szyliowicz 
1997). Thus, the planning decisions made by US airports involving airport taxicab and other 
ground transportation services may likely be influenced by factors related to political 
expediency that benefits some elements of the airport ground transportation industry rather 
than either equalizing the airport’s ground transportation playing field among its numerous 
participants, or distributing the benefits among all who provide airport ground transportation 
services. 
Taxicabs services are frequently found at all US airports with scheduled airline services 
(Airport Ground Transportation Association 2010). Taxicab drivers and vehicles are the 
most visible element to the millions of air passengers passing through US airports annually. 
Behind the scenes, each individual airport frequently engages with local taxicab operators 
and the legions of independent contractors who operate the taxicabs to ensure that high 
quality taxicab services are available to airport patrons (Cooper et al. 2010; La Croix et al. 
1991; Zerbe 1983; Kitch 1971). These airports also meet with outside transport regulatory 
agencies to discuss taxicab regulatory issues, as these governmental entities have been given 
shared responsibility to oversee the taxicab industry (Bricker and Cleary 2008). The quality 
of the information gleaned from the examination of these network activities, so that 
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recommendations can be generated to foster supply-side airport taxicab service 
improvements and increase the air passenger ground transportation modal split, is dependent 
upon the appropriateness of the theoretical construct chosen.  
The interconnectivity and interdependencies exhibited between the actors in providing US 
airport taxicab services may permit the use of use complexity theory noted by Anderson 
(1999) as the appropriate theoretical construct in this research from which the data can be 
collected and analyzed. Complexity theory has previously been used in organizational 
studies in which complex interconnected and interdependent systems are examined 
(Anderson 1999). In the case of US airport taxicab services, an interdependent relationship 
exists between the airports and both the taxicab operators and the legions of independent 
contractors who operate the taxicabs. The airports are reliant upon the taxicab operators and 
the independent contractor drivers to ensure that sufficient numbers of taxicabs are available 
to meet air passenger demands, while the taxicab operators and independent contractor 
drivers see the airport as the largest regional taxicab stand for fare-paying customers (Cooper 
et al. 2010).  
Although the airports, taxicab operators, and the independent contractor drivers may share 
some interdependencies in the provision of airport taxicab services, taxicab operators and the 
independent contractor drivers are free to choose whether they want to pick up airport 
customers or remain in their municipal or regional service area. This is because a large 
number of US airports have abolished exclusive taxicab concession agreements that required 
concessionaires to make a minimum level of taxicab services available to airport patrons. 
This was replaced with new taxicab dispatching systems that facilitated taxicabs from 
multiple operators to serve the airport ground transportation marketplace through some 
variation of a first in-first out dispatching arrangement (Airport Ground Transportation 
Association 2010; Cooper et al. 2010). Taxicab operators and independent contractor drivers 
are also influenced by economic, political, racial, and social issues including taxicab license 
allocation restrictions, low driver income and benefits, and working conditions (Bruno 2008; 
Chapter 1:  Introduction  
Kum L. (Dan) Wong – 31Jul13 Page 13 
Blasi and Leavitt 2006) that are not attributable to this interdependence. In addition, US 
airports, as a governmental entity, have an equal relationship with the off-airport taxicab 
regulatory agencies in the licensing and regulation of taxicab services (Bricker and Cleary 
2008). The limited interdependence between US airport taxicab actors resulted in the 
abandonment of complexity theory in examining airport taxicab planning activities to 
increase the air passenger ground transportation modal share. Thus, another research lens 
was necessary to examine US airport taxicab planning initiatives to increase the air 
passenger ground transportation modal share, resulting in both reductions in landside vehicle 
traffic congestion and increases in the perception of improved customer services by airport 
patrons. The new theoretical construct would be required to capture and analyze data from 
interactions or engagements involving numerous independent actors. This construct would 
also be required to permit an examination of these interactions within an environment in 
which dynamic and complex economic, social, and political externalities exist. 
Governance theory has been used to study interactions within a diverse, dynamic and 
complex societal and political environment to solve problems or create opportunities 
(Kooiman 2003; Koppenjan and Klijn 2004). Governance in this case refers to the processes 
whereby society is either steered or coordinated (Kooiman 2003). While there have been 
numerous ways in which hierarchical, market, and network governance theories have been 
used, the theories have been used primarily to analyze the interaction or relations between 
the various actors formed around policies or rules (Klijn, Steijn and Edelenbos 2010). 
Although governance research has not been used to examine ground transportation services 
planning, it has been performed with respect to comparing the economic efficiencies of 
various forms of public and privatized airports (Oum et al. 2006). 
US airports are unique in comparison to other public or private entities in that they are 
virtually publicly-owned enterprises with an organizational structure similar to those 
exhibited by private enterprises (Bacot and Christine 2006; Walsh 1978). These airports have 
been identified as being nearly as efficient as their privatized foreign counterparts, based 
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upon a variable factor output method that compares total aggregate outputs, including 
revenues, from various airport cost centers with total aggregate inputs including employee 
and contractor labor and benefit costs, and goods and services costs (Oum et al. 2006). The 
mixture of public and private sector viewpoints by US airports has resulted in their behaving 
more like a private or for-profit enterprise that operates within a hierarchical or “siloed” 
governance mode characterized by internal orientated, top-down decision making (Reimer 
and Putnam 2009).  
The licensing and regulating of US taxicabs and other ground transportation operators falls 
primarily onto an uncoordinated system involving various national, state and municipal 
government agencies (Bricker and Cleary 2008). However, US airports have long held the 
ability to indirectly influence how these taxicab and other ground transportation services 
were provided, through their statutory authority to enact regulations control or otherwise 
permit how these operators conduct their business on airport property (de Neufville 2006). 
Taxicab drivers who were at one time taxicab operator employees (Blasi and Leavitt 2006; 
Kitch 1971) became independent contractors in the post-US transportation deregulation era 
of the 1970s and 1980s, when the taxicab operators chose to maximize their profits through 
the elimination of employee salary and benefit expenses (Cooper et al. 2010; Bruno 2008; 
Blasi and Leavitt 2006; Cervero 1996). The result was that although airports may have some 
influence, albeit indirect, in how taxicab services are operated, neither they nor any other 
single public or private actor has a sufficient amount of direct control over locally-based 
taxicab operations to unilaterally impose supply-side service or other improvements intended 
to increase the air passenger ground transportation modal split.  
A small but significant number of US airport patrons continue to utilize taxicabs for their 
airport-based trips. Nonetheless, the private automobile continues to be the preferred mode 
of ground transportation by US air passengers for airport-based trips, even if lower cost 
airport ground transportation services such as shared ride vans, as well as public 
transportation services including rail-based services, are available. The resulting traffic 
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congestion at US airports has resulted in ground access issues that have continually plagued 
the airports in adequately handling increasing air passenger traffic volumes (Budd, Ison and 
Riley 2011; Shapiro 1997; Lacombe 1994). In response to these concerns that negatively 
impact the air passenger’s airport travel experience, US airports will seek transportation 
policies designed to reduce airport-generated private vehicle trips. Regardless of the 
cumbersome means in which taxicabs and other airport ground transportation services are 
both operated and regulated, US airports must begin the process of working with taxicabs 
and other ground transportation service providers, as well as other outside entities, in order 
to plan and implement supply-side service improvements that entice air passengers to alter 
their ground access mode choice; this will be an integral part of any sustainable long-term 
program to adequately address existing long standing airport ground accessibility issues. 
Through the use of governance theory to examine the various arenas in which US airports 
and the other parties involved with airport taxicab planning initiatives participate in the 
development of new plans or programs, this information can be used to create even better 
plans and programs in which all parties have a stake in a successful outcome. 
1.2 RESEARCH AIMS AND OBJECTIVES 
The ability of US airports to accommodate further commercial air transport growth has been 
questioned. Very few US hub airports reported having transportation planning policies to 
increase the use of alternative ground transport modes, including taxicabs, for airport-based 
trips (Wong and Baker 2013). A small number of US airports either have or will have 
interfaces with rail-based passenger transportation services (Wong and Baker 2013; Sperry, 
Larson, Leucinger, Janowiak, and Morgan 2012). Existing taxicab and other airport ground 
transportation facilities that are essential in facilitating airport ground accessibility are often 
inefficient and provide a less desirable customer experience in comparison to other airport 
facilities (Conway, Kamga, Yazici and Singhai 2012; da Costa and de Neufville 2012).  
US airports, unlike their counterparts throughout the world, continue to be owned and 
operated by government (Gillen 2011). As public enterprises, US airports operate in a very 
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complex environment in which planning policies and programs are subject to various 
economic, political, and regulatory influences. The use of traditional mathematically-based 
transportation planning research methods to examine these complex circumstances are 
unlikely to give US airport decision-makers sufficient information from which effective 
plans can be developed to achieve sustainable increases in the use of taxicabs by air 
passengers for their airport-based trips, thus increasing the air passenger ground 
transportation modal share.  
The aim of this research is to identify whether US airports, as public enterprises, engage with 
the actors responsible for providing airport taxicab services towards fostering sustainable 
supply-side taxicab service improvements. The objective is to identify whether existing 
airport taxicab planning processes are adequate in achieving the support of taxicab service 
providers necessary to achieve a higher air passenger ground transportation modal share of 
airport-generated trips through supply-side service improvements. The answers generated 
from the research will provide additional guidance for US airports in generating sustainable 
transportation plans that increase the air passenger ground transportation modal share. 
The following research questions are used to guide the research aims and objectives: 
1. What governance structures are in place guiding US airport taxicab planning? 
2. What governance structures and processes have been effective in improving US airport 
taxicab services? 
3. What barriers impede US airports from developing effective and efficient airport taxicab 
services? 
4. What opportunities for US airports exist to improve airport taxicab services? 
A mixed methods approach utilizing both quantitative and qualitative research methods was 
employed in this exploratory research to obtain the necessary data from US airports for 
subsequent analysis and to gain additional background information regarding current airport 
taxicab planning processes. The use of governance theory as the theoretical framework in 
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this research will permit an analytic examination of the interactions, engagements and 
relationships from the viewpoint of US airport managers responsible for taxicab planning 
activities with taxicab operators, drivers, and external transport regulatory agencies in the 
provision of airport taxicab services. This exploratory analysis will reveal the transportation 
planning processes used by US airports in the provision of taxicab services to the throngs of 
air passengers, as well as serve as a springboard in future research efforts involving the 
acquisition of the perspectives of the other actors towards the development of more mutually 
collaborative airport taxicab planning processes.  
1.3 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE RESEARCH 
The use of governance theory as a lens from which researchers can view and analyze 
complex transportation planning issues may provide new insights for potential solutions that 
otherwise might be missed using conventional transportation planning methods. Governance 
theory also provides a means by which relationships among the various actors or participants 
in a network may be examined within complex and continuously changing circumstances. In 
this research, the data obtained from this exploratory examination of US airport taxicab 
planning activities will generate new knowledge regarding the engagements, interactions, 
and relationships in which US airports provide taxicab services to their patrons. The  
distilling of the views and beliefs identified from the viewpoint of US airports in this 
exploratory research will allow US airports to review their outreach activities with outside 
entities in the generation of mutually sustainable plans and programs effectuating supply-
side airport taxicab service improvements. Through the development of mutually acceptable 
airport taxicab planning initiatives, significant reductions in airport landside traffic 
congestion that ultimately enhances the airport patron’s travel experience may become 
achievable. 
Although the focus of this research is on airport taxicab services because they are an 
important, if not the primary ground transportation mode at US airports, much of the 
information contained herein may also be useful to increase air passenger utilization of other 
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airport ground transportation modes. The net result of this research and its findings will be 
that US airports will become better able to network with outside entities to coordinate for the 
availability of high quality taxicab services desired by airport patrons. More importantly, the 
findings from this research will provide increased opportunities for the drivers themselves to 
actively engage in discussions with airport staff, taxicab operators and external transport 
regulatory agencies resulting in better US airport taxicab planning initiatives that mutually 
benefit all participants, as well as the traveling public. 
1.4 THESIS OUTLINE 
The provision of taxicab services to US airport patrons are the result of complex and intricate 
arrangements between airports and various external stakeholders. The following outline is 
employed in this thesis to permit a thorough examination of these complicated arrangements, 
from which recommendations will be made to develop supply-side airport taxicab service 
improvements benefitting both airport patrons and the taxicab service providers.  
Development of US Airport Ground Transportation Services: Chapter 2 discusses: the 
development of airport ground transportation in the US; how ground access issues have impacted 
US airports and their ground transportation services; previous transportation planning methods 
used to examine airport ground transportation issues; and the need for new research methods to 
examine these issues within the context of a continually evolving economic, political and social 
backdrop.  
Governance Theory and US Airport Taxicab Planning Activities: Chapter 3 identifies the 
shortcomings of traditional transportation planning methods in studying airport ground 
transportation issues. The chapter will also introduce governance theory with its examination of 
the interactions, engagements, and relationships between actors, and describe how this theory can 
be used as a viable transportation planning research method in which US airports and their 
ground transportation issues can be examined, with the results used to address contemporary 
transportation planning issues. 
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Existing US Airport Taxicab Planning Arrangements: Chapter 4 explores the existing 
associations or networks whereby US airports, taxicab operators, taxicab drivers, and outside 
transport regulatory agencies engage into meaningful interactions regarding airport taxicab 
planning activities.  Specifically, the chapter will examine those networks involving these actors 
at the local, regional, and national levels, as well as those networks that transcend individual or 
static levels.  
Methods: Chapter 5 describes the design and use of a mixed methods approach combining 
quantitative and qualitative research methods (i.e., surveys, interviews, and document reviews) to 
acquire the necessary data from participating US airports in which to undertake an examination 
of US airport taxicab planning activities. The chapter also identifies how the collected research 
data was triangulated to increase the veracity of the findings, and how the collected data was 
integrated into the development of case studies.  
Survey Findings: Chapter 6 analyzes the data collected from a survey of the 173 US airports 
classified as hub airports by the FAA. From the survey data, findings were documented 
concerning the airport staff responsible for airport taxicab planning initiatives, the form and 
nature of such engagements between US airports and external actors responsible for providing 
airport taxicab services, and the influence these groups have on the creation and implementation 
of airport taxicab planning initiatives. 
Interview and Case Study Findings: Chapter 7 evaluates the data procured from both on-site 
interviews and subsequent document reviews with selected US hub airports in regard to the use 
of governance in airport taxicab planning initiatives. The results will be used to ascertain how 
airport governance structures and processes are used in improving US airport taxicab services, to 
isolate the barriers that impede the development of effective and efficient US airport taxicab 
services, and to uncover opportunities whereby US airports can map out plans for supply-side 
taxicab service improvements. 
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Conclusions: Chapter 8 summarizes the quantitative and qualitative research findings. Based 
upon those findings, the remainder of the chapter is dedicated to offering recommendations to US 
airports in their efforts to foster supply-side taxicab service improvements to benefit air 
passengers, as well as those actors who are involved with providing airport taxicab services. 
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Chapter 2:  Development of Airport Ground 
Transportation Services 
Historical information has been used to enrich organizational-related studies (Daily, Dalton and 
Canella Jr. 2003). Thus, the following brief history of the development of airport ground 
transportation services will provide an insight into airports, their taxicab planning activities, and 
how these planning activities are associated to the mitigation of associated air quality issues. 
Historically, airports throughout the world were owned and operated by government (Oum et al. 
2006). As airports outside the US were privatized commencing in the 1980s (Oum et al. 2006), a 
number of these newly commercialized airports continued integrating high occupancy bus and 
rail-based transportation services into their operations as a strategic business decision to further 
their accessibility to the traveling public (Coogan et al. 2008). Taxicab services continue to be 
made available for airport patrons under a formal business arrangement with the newly privatized 
airport, with taxicabs being operated under a highly regulated or increasingly regulated taxicab 
industry (Bentivogli 2009; Oshima, Fukuda, Fukuda, and Satiennam 2007). However, the long 
travel time between airports and their respective urban service areas discourage the large scale 
use of taxicabs for these particular airport-based trips if other convenient and less costly options 
are available (Coogan et al. 2008). 
On the other hand, US airports continue being owned and operated by government (Bricker and 
Cleary 2008), dependent upon multi-lane highways and the private automobile to handle the bulk 
of airport-generated trips (Coogan et al. 2008; Leigh Fisher Associates et al. 2002). As few US 
airports have, or are in the process of obtaining direct access to rail-based transportation modes 
(Wong and Baker 2013; National Association of Railroad Passengers 2010), US airports are 
dependent upon taxicabs as they are the most commonly used public transportation mode used by 
air passengers for airport-based trips (Coogan et al. 2008). The deregulation of the US 
transportation industry in the 1970s and 1980s resulted in both an increasing number of airports 
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opening their taxicab systems to a larger number of service providers while reducing overall 
governmental oversight of taxicab services (Cooper et al. 2010).  
A small, but significant percentage of air passengers worldwide utilize taxicabs and other airport 
ground transportation modes for their airport-based trips (Coogan et al. 2008). Consequently, 
airports continue to be tasked with the responsibility of facilitating ground access options for 
transit-dependent air passengers. US transportation deregulation efforts has resulted in airports 
becoming less able than their foreign counterparts to unilaterally undertake plans and programs 
designed to influence the quality of the services provided by taxicabs and other airport ground 
transportation services. Through exploring the interactions and engagements between US airports 
and the parties involved with providing taxicab services to airport patrons, insights may be 
discovered that give US airports the ability to successfully achieve planning initiatives to foster 
supply-side taxicab improvements that, over the long term, increase the air passenger ground 
transportation modal share.     
Traditional transportation planning methodologies that have been used to examine airport ground 
access and related transportation issues in the past will be identified in this discussion, as well as 
the shortcomings of these traditional methods in addressing contemporary airport ground 
transportation issues involving the quality of such services. In order to address these 
shortcomings, an alternative methodology utilizing governance theory will be introduced and 
used in this research to explore supply-side taxicab service improvements to achieve desirable air 
passenger ground transportation modal shares in addressing airport ground access issues that 
impinge upon an air passenger’s overall travel experience.  
2.1 DEVELOPMENT AND EVOLUTION OF AIRPORT GROUND 
TRANSPORTATION 
In the early years of US commercial aviation, many airports were located well outside 
established city centers (Kazda and Caves 2000). The early airlines quickly forged 
relationships with privately-owned local bus and taxicab operators to provide convenient 
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ground transportation services for airline passengers, in order to be competitive with other 
established intercity transportation modes (Cooper et al. 2010; Kazda and Caves 2000).  
The growth of other transportation modes to access US commercial aviation continued 
unchecked until the Great Depression of the 1930s, when the transportation industry, like 
other segments of the US economy, collapsed. Governmental plans to provide the economic 
stability necessary to rebuild the transportation industry were the creation of a highly 
structured transportation regulatory scheme, whereby the government controlled both the 
number of service providers and their pricing (Cervero 1996; Teal and Berglund 1987). In 
the case of US airport ground transportation services, the governmental entities operating 
airports used concession or other contractual agreements to control the airport ground 
transportation marketplace rather than using transportation planning methods to establish the 
balance of ground transportation service supply to demand through either a single or a 
limited number of taxicab and other public transport operators (Cooper et al. 2010; Leigh 
Fisher Associates et al. 2002; La Croix et al. 1991; La Croix et al. 1986; Kitch et al. 1971). 
The use of concession or other contractual agreements restricting the number of bus, taxicab 
and other ground transportation operators was commonplace at US airports until the 
transportation deregulation efforts of the 1970s and 1980s. 
The deregulation of the US transportation industry resulted in opening the airport ground 
transportation marketplace to competition from both existing and new ground transportation 
operators (Cooper et al. 2010; La Croix et al. 1991; La Croix et al. 1986; Zerbe 1983). 
Deregulation of the airport ground transportation marketplace also saw the expansion of the 
limousine industry at airports and many urbanized areas (Cooper et al. 2010), as well as 
spurring the development of the airport shared-ride van industry in the mid-1990s in a 
number of major US metropolitan areas (Cooper et al. 2010; Cervero 1996); this offered a 
lower-cost airport ground transportation alternative to either limousines or taxicabs. The 
flood of new ground transportation providers at US airports resulted in many of these 
airports establishing specialized ground transportation departments whose purpose was 
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primarily to plan and manage the airport’s ground transportation functions at the terminal 
curbside loading areas (Cervero 1996; Rutner and Mundy 1996; Mundy 1992). Airport 
efforts to plan the airport ground transportation marketplace were primarily limited to 
maintaining a level playing field for all taxicab and other ground transportation service 
providers, if concession agreements or other instruments were no longer available to restrict 
or otherwise limit the number of airport ground transportation operators (Rutner and Mundy 
1996; Mundy 1992).  
As transportation deregulation efforts changed the face of the US airport ground 
transportation industry, the 1978 deregulation of airline entry and price controls resulted in 
significant increases in air passenger volumes at many of the larger US airports (Kole and 
Lehn 1978). The advent of new low cost air carriers that utilized secondary US airports 
increased the accessibility of air travel to demographic markets previously unserved by the 
traditional legacy air carriers (de Neufville 2006). Between 2002 and 2009, of US passenger 
enplanements at hub airports, those classified by the FAA as handling a minimum of .05% of 
all US air carrier enplanements increased 17.48% from 574,188,093 in 2002 to 674,552,942 
in 2009 (Federal Aviation Administration 2010). The simultaneous growth in air passengers, 
airlines, and airport ground transportation operators caused by US transportation 
deregulation resulted in many airports undertaking major expansion programs to 
accommodate these increases. New or substantially enlarged roadway systems, terminal 
curbside loading zones, ground transportation vehicle holding lots and other related facilities 
were financed and constructed to accommodate increased taxicab and other ground 
transportation vehicle traffic volumes (Cooper et al. 2010; Nichol 2007). 
The simultaneous increase in air passenger volumes and ground transportation operators at 
many of these airports also resulted in increased incidences of the illegal solicitation of 
airport patrons for transportation services, as well as aggressive or hostile actions, including 
verbal and physical altercations by ground transportation operators and drivers; these 
incidents involved airport officials, customers, and other drivers (Cervero 1996; Zerbe 
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1983). US airports responded by using their statutory regulatory powers to establish 
elaborate dispatching systems and boarding procedures to control the airport’s landside 
areas, and the activities within them of operators and drivers who were overly-eager to share 
in the economic windfall generated by the expansion of the airport ground transportation 
marketplace. Through the implementation of these new protocols, queues for taxicabs and 
other airport ground transportation services were minimized while supporting a level playing 
field in which all ground transportation service providers had an equal opportunity to acquire 
fare-paying airport customers (Cervero 1996; Rutner and Mundy 1996; Mundy 1992). The 
deregulation of the US transportation industry has provided new opportunities in many US 
metropolitan areas for local taxicab and other ground transportation operators to enter the 
airport ground transportation marketplace. Nonetheless, approximately 50% of the airports 
surveyed in 2009 continued to exercise some form of market-entry or other restrictions to 
limit the number of airport ground transportation operators (Airport Ground Transportation 
Association 2010).  
In spite of the increases in the availability of ground transportation services at US airports, 
these airports can, even with direct rail transit connections, currently attract only a 10 to 15% 
air passenger ground transportation mode split with the remainder utilizing either a privately 
owned or rented automobile (Coogan et al. 2008). One explanation that has been advanced to 
explain the low airport ground transportation modal split is that air passengers are highly 
time-sensitive seeking the shortest amount of time required for their surface-based airport 
trips, while they are simultaneously very insensitive to the costs of these trips (Mandle et al. 
2000). Another explanation that has been espoused is that with increasing numbers of low-
cost air carrier passengers using secondary airports located in more remote locations or in 
less accessible areas, the resulting dispersion of air passengers to these secondary airports 
discourages their use of airport ground transportation modes (de Neufville 2006). 
Alternatively, the growth in both the number and percentage of US air passengers using low-
cost air carriers may actually increase passenger cost sensitivities to total trip costs, including 
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that portion for airport ground transportation (Budd et al. 2011; Castillo-Manzano 2010; de 
Neufville 2006). 
Regardless of whether an airport is a large hub or a non-primary commercial service airport, 
taxicabs are a common fixture at US airports. Although the private automobile is the primary 
airport ground transport mode for US air passengers (Coogan et al. 2008), taxicabs constitute 
the most common form of public transport available to air passengers at airports worldwide 
(Cooper et al. 2010). Other ground transportation options (e.g., courtesy vehicles, 
limousines, shared-ride vans, and scheduled buses) are also available for air passengers 
depending upon airport passenger volumes (Airport Ground Transportation Association, 
2010). Airport ground transportation modes that utilize buses or vans may provide the 
greatest opportunities to increase the air passenger ground transportation modal split, given 
their relatively low capital costs and increased flexibility to service a region, as compared to 
the high infrastructure costs of light and heavy rail systems that have been constructed to 
several US airports over the past 30 years (de Neufville 2006; Mandle et al. 2000). 
Although deregulation has changed the availability and forms of airport ground 
transportation, the means by which taxicab and other airport ground transportation services 
are provided to the public have undergone an even more significant transformation, one that 
has been little noticed by customers. Prior to deregulation, taxicab drivers in major 
metropolitan areas were bona-fide employees of the taxicab operators (Cooper et al. 2010; 
Blasi and Leavitt 2006; Kitch et al. 1971) who received employer-paid health insurance 
coverage, and were eligible for employer-paid workers compensation coverage in the event 
of an on-the-job injury (Cooper et al. 2010; Kitch et al. 1971). After deregulation, the taxicab 
operators replaced employee drivers with independent contractors who either provided their 
own vehicles or leased a vehicle from the taxicab operator (Cooper et al. 2010). Even though 
the replacement of employee taxicab drivers with independent contractors allowed US 
taxicab operators to maximize operating profits through the elimination of driver wages and 
benefits, as well as transfer much of the operating costs to the individual driver (Cooper et al. 
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2010; Cervero 1996), this change elevated the taxicab drivers, as independent contractors, to 
become a separate and distinct actor in the airport taxicab planning processes that result in 
the provision of taxicab services to airport patrons. Regardless, the quality of the customer 
services provided by the independent contractor driver to a taxicab customer is now 
completely at the discretion of the driver, subject to any applicable airport or transport 
agency regulations, as well as any specific contractual terms with the taxicab operator (Blasi 
and Leavitt 2006). 
The demographic composition of the independent contractors driving taxicabs has also 
changed in the post-transportation deregulation era in many US metropolitan areas. 
Significant numbers of these drivers are from the ranks of recent third world immigrants, 
who work long shifts and earn a marginal income, after operating expenses including airport 
trip fees, fuel, liability insurance and vehicle costs are deducted from their daily earnings 
(Abraham, Sundar and Whitmore 2008; Bruno 2008; Blasi and Leavitt 2006). Regardless of 
the changing demographics of the taxicab service providers, taxicabs will continue to be the 
most commonly available form of public transport available for air passengers at airports, 
both in the US and around the world (Cooper et al. 2010) given the taxicab’s high degree of 
flexibility in serving both high and low density trip ends. 
In summary, taxicabs and other ground transportation services have played an essential role 
in the historic development and growth of US commercial airline services. While the 
demand by air passengers for taxicabs and other airport ground transportation services has 
not disappeared over time, the oversight for these services has long since been transferred 
from the airlines to the airports. From the 1930s to the 1970s, the use of concession or other 
types of contractual instruments by US airports to limit the number of airport taxicab and 
other ground transportation operators minimized the need for transportation planning efforts.  
In the four decades since deregulation, the means by which airport ground transportation 
services are actually provided, as well as who ultimately provides these services to the 
traveling public, have changed significantly, increasing the need for airports to undertake 
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some form of transportation planning efforts to meet the demands by the traveling public for 
ground transportation services. Nevertheless, a large number of US airports continue to 
restrict taxicab and other ground transportation operators as a means of planning and 
managing their ground transportation operations. Increasing the air passenger ground 
transportation modal share through improvements in the quality of the customer services 
conferred by airport taxicab service providers will require fundamental changes in the ways 
that airports plan and manage their taxicab services. 
2.2 INTRODUCTION OF CUSTOMER SERVICE ISSUES INTO 
AIRPORT GROUND TRANSPORTATION 
Prior to the 1978 deregulation of the US airline industry, air passenger volumes were already 
sufficiently high to result in significant amounts of traffic congestion in and around major 
US airports, adversely impacting their ability to facilitate the volumes of air passengers 
passing through their facilities (Barnum 1978; Baker and Wilmotte 1970). Continued 
increases in air passenger volumes after US transportation deregulation in the 1970s and 
1980s resulted in a number of US airports undertaking major expansion programs to enlarge 
their existing terminal and roadway facilities, to meet this increased passenger demand. 
However, airport managers also realized that these ground access issues that adversely 
impacted the airport’s ability to accommodate increasing volumes of air passengers could 
not be fully addressed without policies that successfully increase the air passenger ground 
transportation modal share (Budd, Ison and Riley 2011; Humphreys and Ison 2003).  
The quantity and quality of the early US airport taxicab services was previously controlled 
by airport management through the use of concession agreements with selected local taxicab 
operators (Cooper et al. 2010). The subsequent opening of the airport ground transportation 
marketplace to a multitude of both new and existing operators in the 1970s and 1980s 
resulted in increased choices for those desiring airport ground transportation services 
(Cervero 1996). However, the elimination of many of these airport taxicab concession 
agreements combined with the industry-wide replacement of employee drivers with 
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independent contractor drivers resulted in airports having considerably significantly less 
control over how airport taxicab services are provided to the traveling public (Cooper et al. 
2010; Blasi and Leavitt 2006). Nevertheless, the US air passenger ground transportation 
modal share at a number of the busiest US airports is only between 10 and 15% as compared 
to airports in both Europe and Asia who experience higher ground transportation modal 
shares given their accessibility to convenient and complementary alternative transportation 
modes (Coogan et al. 2008; Leigh Fisher Associates et al. 2002; Leigh Fisher Associates 
et al. 2000; Mandle et al. 2000). 
US airports are primarily locally owned government enterprises that are required by the FAA 
to be economically self-supporting (Nichol 2007; Bacot and Christine 2006). Functioning as 
a public enterprise, the management at US airports extol efficiencies similar to those at 
privately owned airports that are commonplace around the world (Gillen 2011; Oum et al. 
2008; Oum et al. 2006) in an effort to offer airline services to the traveling public. In order 
for US airports to entice airlines to service their airports, these airports have had to increase 
both the amount and percentage of non-aeronautical revenues to both offset reductions in 
airline related charges, including landing fees and rental charges, and finance airport 
capacity improvements (Faulhaber, Schulthess, Eastmond, Lewis and Block 2010; Nichol 
2007; Zhang and Zhang 2003).The increasingly commercial nature of US airports has 
resulted in senior managers focusing on the quality of customer services provided by the 
airport, as well as their many concessionaires and tenants, so as to provide all airport patrons 
with a high quality travel experience that ultimately benefits the airport’s net revenues 
(Paternoster 2007). 
In light of the increased emphasis by US airport management on the quality of their services 
being provided to the traveling public, the impact customer service has had on the use of 
airport ground transportation services by airport patrons is under increasing study. Based 
upon prior studies in the US and Taiwan, the results indicate that while cost and travel time 
were important factors, qualitative factors including the user interface, the provision for 
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passenger luggage and the overall reliability of the airport ground transportation service also 
serve as important factors in the airport patron’s choice to use a ground transportation mode 
other than the private automobile (Akar 2013; Budd, Ison and Ryley 2011; Jou, Hensher and 
Hsu 2011). Future pressures on US airport management to increase the air passenger ground 
transportation modal share to address continuing airport ground access issues will require the 
further examination of the qualitative factors, including supply-side service enhancements, to 
encourage air passengers to utilize taxicabs and other ground transportation services rather 
than the private automobile for their airport-based trips.            
2.3 LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) ANALYSIS IN AIRPORT GROUND 
ACCESS AND TRANSPORTATION ISSUES 
As early as the 1960s, US airports were already experiencing ground access problems in the 
form of automobile congestion occurring in and around many US airports, resulting from 
insufficient airport ground access infrastructure. In the 1960s, the American Society of Civil 
Engineers (ASCE) initiated investigatory studies into airport ground access at US airports 
(Baker and Wilmotte 1970). The results from these studies led to the development of a “level 
of service” (LOS) analysis to measure airport accessibility. Additional inquiries into airport 
landside system performance, including airport ground transportation, were conducted as 
airport accessibility increased in importance. Factors including convenience, cost, quality, 
reliability, and time, were used to identify the most cost effective and efficient methods to 
meet airport access demand (Shriner and Hoel 1999). 
Research in this area eventually focused on the development and implementation of new 
LOS methodologies to measure the design and efficiency of existing airport terminal 
systems. The methodologies developed included the use of psychometric methods to 
quantify airport passenger survey data in creating LOS data (Correia et al. 2008; Correia and 
Wirasinghe 2007), and the development of overall airport system LOS data, using from LOS 
data generated from individual airport functions (Correia et al. 2008). The development of 
generic and more flexible LOS-based tools using system dynamics has been the most recent 
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development in evaluating the design and efficiency of airport performance, including air 
passenger accessibility to taxicabs and other ground transportation modes (Manataki and 
Zografos 2010). 
2.4 TRANSPORT FORECASTS AND MODELS IN AIRPORT GROUND 
ACCESS AND TRANSPORTATION ISSUES 
While Level or Service or LOS-based methodologies have been developed to analyze the 
efficiency of the facilities and/or systems in conjunction with airport ground access and 
transportation issues, transportation planning researchers have developed and used forecasts 
and models to postulate air passenger behavior, in conjunction with airport ground access 
and transportation issues. The use of forecasts and models has identified air travelers as 
highly sensitive to airport access travel time, especially as flight travel time is increased 
(Harvey 1986). Other forecasts and models have identified that air passengers are generally 
unwilling to pay additional charges to reduce their airport ground access travel time 
(Tsamboulas and Nikoleris 2008). With increased usage by the traveling public of low-cost 
air carriers, forecasts and models of US airport ground access mode behavior have identified 
that these passengers have a lower propensity to use higher cost ground transportation modes 
(e.g., limousines and taxicabs) and a higher propensity to use less expensive ground 
transportation modes (e.g., shared-ride van or public transit) or a rental car (Castillo-
Manzano 2010). Regardless, the taxicab is the most commonly found ground transportation 
mode at both the largest and smallest US airports with commercial airline services (Airport 
Ground Transportation Association 2010). 
These forecasts and models have identified that access or travel time was the most critical 
factor in a resident’s airport choice, in metropolitan areas with multiple airports, and that 
business travelers are more sensitive to airport access or travel time (Pels et al. 2003). The 
forecasts and models have also identified that airport ground transport is a factor in an air 
passenger’s choice of airports in metropolitan areas with multiple airports where one serves 
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the primary airport; ground transportation is also a complementary factor in more effective 
utilization of all airports within a metropolitan area (Derudder et al. 2010). 
2.5 AIRPORT ORGANIZATIONAL STUDIES IN AIRPORT GROUND 
ACCESS AND TRANSPORTATION ISSUES 
Airports serve as intermodal facilities between surface and air-based transportation modes 
(Gosling 1997; Vetrovsky and Kanafani 1994). Airports and the organizations running them 
have operational and societal impacts on land areas and their inhabitants that are located well 
away from the airport’s boundaries (Boons, Van Buuren and Teisman 2010; Gray-Mullen 
2000; Ashford, Stanton and Moore 1997). US airports with commercial airline services are 
virtually all owned and operated by government entities, including cities, counties, states, 
and independent government authorities (Reimer and Putnam 2009). Regardless of their 
ownership form, US airports are all self-supporting enterprises, through a combination of 
airport revenues, bonds, grants, and passenger facility charges (Nichol 2007; Bacot and 
Christine 2006). Prior studies of US airport management have identified a top-down, bottom 
line-driven management structure, similar to the organizational structure of private 
businesses, in their financing structures and relationships with the airlines (Bacot and 
Christine 2006; Walsh 1978). However, no clear advantages have been identified in 
choosing a particular US airport ownership typology (Daly Bednarek 2009). There do not 
appear to be any significant performance or profitability issues in public ownership of US 
airports with commercial airline services, compared to privatized airports located elsewhere 
in the world (Oum et al. 2006).     
Dedicated airport departmental units focused on the planning and management of taxicab 
and other ground transportation services at most US airports did not exist until the early 
1980s (Mundy 1992). During the formation of these units, specific issues related to the 
deregulation of US airport ground transportation services came to the forefront, including 
customers being charged inflated fares, drivers illegally soliciting customers, excess numbers 
of ground transportation vehicles plying airport terminal roadways and loading zones, and 
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ground transportation vehicles being operated in various states of disrepair; these issues were 
not even documented by US airports until the mid-1980s (US Department of Transportation 
1986). Functions carried out by these early airport departments responsible for the planning 
and management of airport ground transportation services included the collection of airport 
trip fees, the dissemination of ground transportation information, the management of the 
terminal loading and unloading zones, and the regulation and enforcement of ground 
transportation operations within an airport (Mundy 1992). Additional functions that were 
subsequently exercised by these departments included the management of terminal curbside 
management contracts and/or ground transportation operators, as well as the implementation 
and enforcement of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1992 with airport ground 
transportation operators (Rutner and Mundy 1996). 
2.6 INTEGRATED TRANSPORT STUDIES AND AIRPORT GROUND 
ACCESS AND TRANSPORTATION ISSUES 
Economic and other modal efficiencies have been used in transportation planning studies 
involving integrated transport systems that consist of multiple but interrelated transport 
modes and operators within a potentially complex transportation corridor and/or network 
(Hull 2005; Janic 2001; May and Roberts 1995; May 1991; May and Gardner 1989). In the 
area of US airport ground access, the inability to build new airports combined with the time 
lag involved in opening landside improvements at existing US airports to accommodate 
increased air passenger volumes, has required airports to consider ground transportation 
modal efficiencies in their decision-making processes around the planning and development 
of ground access and related ground transportation infrastructure improvements (Shapiro 
1997). Regardless, the effects that US airport ground access issues have had on the growth of 
US commercial aviation was reported as early as 1978; an FAA study requested by the US 
Senate Appropriations Committee noted that 13 of the 16 airports studied already had 
significant landside ground access issues, including traffic congestion that adversely 
impacted intermodal transfers between surface and air-based transportation modes (Lacombe 
1994). The continuing growth in both vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and traffic congestion 
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within regional areas led the US government to adopt the Intermodal Surface Transportation 
Efficiency Act of 1991. This law acknowledged the importance of intermodal linkages and 
tied the funding of new transportation projects to those that improved connectivity between 
various transportation modes, including those between surface and air-based modes (Gosling 
1997; Shapiro 1997; Lacombe 1994). 
Across the Atlantic Ocean in the 1990s, the European Union began studying changes leading 
to the development of an integrated transport system, in order to foster a more complete 
unification of their members (Janic 2001). The goal of an integrated transport system was to 
increase efficiencies with both surface-based passengers and freight transport among the 
member states (Janic 2001). Great Britain also began experimenting with integrated transport 
to achieve resource efficiency, as well as improve accessibility and safety, through the use of 
a balanced multi-modal approach towards planning and implementing transportation 
programs (May and Roberts 1995). Upon the adoption of an integrated transport policy by 
Great Britain in 2000, and subsequent adoption by the European Union in 2001, local 
transport planning agencies were required to actively meet with other governmental 
agencies, privately operated transport operators, and other interested parties to develop 
integrated transport plans for funding from the national government (Hull 2005). 
Prior to Great Britain’s adoption of an integrated transport policy in 2000, the British 
government in 1998 required all English and Welsh airports to create Airport Transport 
Forums (ATF). The composition of these ATF groups included airport management, 
numerous public transport operators, airlines, and employee groups. These forums were 
intended to produce collaborative plans to reduce airport landside vehicle traffic through 
increased airport ground transportation use by air passengers, airport employees and visitors 
(Humphreys and Ison 2003). It is not currently known how effective in the long term these 
mandated Airport Surface Access Strategies (ASAS) by individual British airports to 
increase the air passenger ground transportation modal split and simultaneously reduce 
airport vehicular traffic have been (Budd et al. 2011). However, increases are being reported 
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in the number of airports both in the US and elsewhere in the world that are either planning 
to be or are currently accessible to rail-based transportation modes, to encourage increased 
air passenger use of airport ground transportation modes (Budd et al. 2011; National 
Association of Railroad Passengers 2010; Coogan et al. 2008; Leigh Fisher Associates et al. 
2002; Leigh Fisher Associates et al. 2000). Enhancements by airports to increase air 
passenger use of vehicular-based ground transportation modes (e.g., buses, shared-ride vans 
and taxicabs) have focused on improving the accessibility of ground transportation 
information to air travelers and, to a lesser degree, the airport waiting areas where air 
passengers transfer to taxicabs and other ground transportation modes (Coogan et al. 2008). 
2.7 NEED FOR ALTERNATIVE VIEWS ON AIRPORT GROUND 
ACCESS AND TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ISSUES 
Despite the acknowledgement of airport ground access and transportation issues since the 
1960s, those ground access issues that are primarily the result of private automobiles 
congesting airport landside roadways continues to afflict US airports (Lacombe 1994; 
Barnum 1978; Baker and Wilmotte 1970). In the US, the continued dependence on the 
private automobile as the primary airport ground transport mode has resulted in taxicabs and 
other alternative ground transportation modes, including rail, being used less frequently by 
passengers at US airports than they are at airports elsewhere in the world (Coogan et al. 
2008; Leigh Fisher Associates et al. 2002; Leigh Fisher Associates et al. 2000).  
Traditionally, mathematically-based transportation planning methodologies have been used 
to study issues pertaining to airport ground transportation planning. Significant research in 
the area of airport ground transportation planning continues, using traditional demand or 
behavior-based forecasts and models to analyze the mode choice behaviour of air passengers 
(Tam et al. 2010; Tam et al. 2008; Tam 2006; de Neufville 2006; Tam et al. 2005). The 
results from these models have been used to design improvements to landside roadway and 
associated terminal facilities for airports (Tam et al. 2008), as well as to recommend the 
appropriate development of new airport ground access infrastructure projects, including rail 
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lines to facilitate airport access by the traveling public (de Neufville 2006). While these 
models have provided invaluable guidance to airport management and various government 
departments in the planning and development of large capital infrastructure investments to 
accommodate continuing air passenger volume increases, they are unable to address all of 
the complex factors that affect air passenger ground transport mode choices. The reliability 
of these airport ground access forecasts and models developed since the 1980s, to accurately 
predict air passenger travel behavior has been questioned; this is because significant 
passenger behavior changes resulting from the growth of low cost air carriers, and the 
inability to acquire sufficiently large amounts of data to predict air passenger mode choices 
over time with significant accuracy (Gosling 2006). Also, the development and use of these 
forecasts or models may not fully reflect the travel behavior at a particular airport, as each 
airport has unique and complex characteristics that are outside the airport’s control, 
including those involving transport regulation and competition between modes that influence 
an air passenger’s transport mode choices (Psaraki and Abacoumkin 2002). The large 
number of possible internal and external variables that influence an air passenger’s ground 
transport mode choice makes predicting an airport’s impacts on both existing and proposed 
surface-based transportation systems an extremely complex one at best. As traditional 
mathematically-based transportation planning methods are only capable of addressing a 
small number of those variables that can be easily translated into some form of a 
mathematical equation, a significant number of variables that may have significant 
influences on air passenger mode choices are left uninvestigated. Thus, new transportation 
planning research methods are now required to examine these previously uninvestigated 
variables, in order to better address the complex issues involved with air passenger mode 
choices. The unearthing of these variables and the identification of their impacts on air 
passenger mode choices will ultimately provide both academic researchers and US airports 
with more complete data. This information will allow a better understanding of the 
phenomena of air passenger mode choice behavior, so that programs to increase the air 
passenger ground transportation modal split can be planned and implemented.  
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The management and organizational structures used by US airports in the planning, 
management, and regulation of airport ground transportation in the study of airport ground 
transportation issues have also been investigated in the past. The seminal articles from the 
mid-1990s discussed the evolution of US airport management as it dealt with a rapidly 
growing number of available transportation services and service providers, and the increased 
role that the planning and management of airport ground transportation services had in 
attracting airlines and air passengers within a deregulated and newly competitive 
transportation environment (Rutner and Mundy 1996; Mundy 1992). This research identified 
that US airport management focused on the regulatory enforcement of all applicable rules to 
ensure: fair access to the airport ground transportation marketplace; the management of the 
terminal roadways; the dissemination of ground transportation information to the traveling 
public; the oversight of the day-to-day ground transportation operations; and the 
administration of ground transportation service contracts. The research also acknowledged 
the importance US airports gave ground access planning efforts, but found that these 
particular functions typically received less of a priority from airport landside management 
officials than did the day-to-day management and regulation of ground access. Over the past 
two decades since the seminal articles were published, the environment in which US airports 
and their supporting ground transportation services function has changed and become even 
more complex, with independent contractors rather than operator employees directly 
providing transportation services to the traveling public (Cooper et al. 2010).  As US taxicab 
services have undergone significant changes, with deep-seated impacts on how taxicab 
services are provided to the traveling public, these articles would not be expected to address 
contemporary US airport planning issues involving airport ground transportation services. In 
this light, the findings from these two seminal articles are unable to adequately address an 
increasingly complex operating environment, within which supply-side taxicab service 
improvements are capable of increasing the air passenger ground transportation modal share.  
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Likewise, spatial planning over the past several decades has evolved significantly.  Early 
land use planning practitioners believed that community needs were best addressed by 
learned experts forcing comprehensive plans onto their communities (Reeves 2005). The 
failures of these early comprehensive plans to improve these communities, combined with 
the complex and multifaceted cultural, economic and social issues within communities, 
resulted in the advancement of a more inclusive planning approach to land use, and other 
types of planners working with community members to develop plans that resulted in 
improved communities (Reeves 2005; Healey 1996). In the area of environmental planning, 
theory and practice have evolved to merge complex equity issues and economic goals with 
traditional planning areas (e.g., spatial) to create a more holistic approach to planning 
(Wheeler 2002). This entwinement was eventually integrated into what has become 
sustainability planning theory (Wheeler 2004). In the late 1990s in the United Kingdom, 
another form of collaborative planning was imposed on airports in England and Wales to 
develop and implement transportation-based programs that increase airport ground 
transportation usage. The British mandated that airports establish forums consisting of 
representatives from various groups, including the airlines, airport management, employee 
groups, and ground transportation operators; these forums were to implement transportation 
management programs to achieve reductions in airport-generated traffic (Budd et al. 2011; 
Humphreys and Ison 2003). 
On the other side of the Atlantic Ocean, US laws such as the National Environmental 
Protection Act of 1969 (NEPA) required airports undertaking expansion programs to conduct 
public hearings to elicit public comments regarding the proposed project, the project’s 
potential impacts, and the identification of potential mitigation measures, including various 
project alternatives (Gray-Mullen 2000). Although collaborative-based planning theories 
may be used in examining some aspects of airport ground transportation planning activities, 
US airports have not been given the statutory power to compel taxicabs and other ground 
transportation operators to service their airports (Bricker and Cleary 2008). Therefore, the 
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interdependent arrangements that exist between US airports and the other actors involved 
with providing airport taxicab services are likely to be viewed either as a contracted or 
hollowed-out government, as identified by Milward and Provan (2000), in which third 
parties become the service providers under the auspices or guise of the government, or as a 
networked government in which government is but one actor tasked with integrating the 
activities of multiple network actors to provide public services (Ansell and Gash 2008; 
Koppenjan and Klijn 2004). As a result, governance theory, which expands upon the use of 
collaboration among various actors or parties in directing societal activities, appears to be a 
more appropriate lens than collaborative planning theory through which to interrogate the 
unique engagements and interactions between US airports and outside entities responsible 
for the licensing and provision of taxicab services to airport patrons. The use of governance 
theory in this research on US airport taxicab planning will be discussed further in the 
following chapter.  
2.8 CHAPTER SUMMARY 
Globally, airports are continually challenged with providing convenient ground 
transportation services for their airport patrons. Outside the US, a large number of these 
airports have direct connectivity to other high-capacity intercity transportation services 
including high-speed rail. As a majority of the airports with commercial air transport 
services outside the US have become privatized over the past few decades, the businesses 
that manage these airports have acquired significant control over the types and quality of 
airport transportation services that are provided to the traveling public. In the US, 
government-owned commercial service airports are dependent upon taxicabs as the primary 
airport ground transportation service provider with few airports able to offer direct 
connectivity to high-capacity intercity ground transportation services. Deregulation of the 
US transportation industry in the 1970s and 1980s designed to increase the availability and 
supply of transportation services to the traveling public has further reduced the ability of 
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government, including airports, to control both the number and quality of taxicab and other 
ground transportation services. 
In the eyes of the traveling public, the provision of US airport taxicab services appears to be 
a simple process, with taxicabs waiting in a queue in front of the terminal building for fare-
paying customers. In reality, this process is a complex one requiring numerous actors or 
parties, requiring airport management, taxicab operators, independent contractor drivers, and 
external transport regulatory agencies to work collectively to ensure that taxicabs are 
available for airport patrons. The strength of the resulting interdependent relationships 
among this cast ensures that each actor performs their roles effectively. While research has 
been previously performed on airport ground transportation services, including taxicabs, and 
the US airport organizations responsible for overseeing ground transportation services, 
limitations exist as to the current knowledge base regarding ground access and transportation 
services at US airports. As a result, a comprehensive and interdisciplinary framework to 
identify mechanisms is now required, whereby US airports can plan improvements to foster 
supply-side taxicab services increasing the air passenger ground transportation modal share 
to address long standing airport ground access issues. 
The research framework required to adequately study the relationships involved with the 
provision of airport taxicab services and to make subsequent recommendations addressing 
supply-side service improvements to increase the air passenger ground transportation modal 
split must be capable of interrogating and assessing complex arrangements and engagements 
among the various participants in the planning and operation of US airport taxicab services. 
This framework is further complicated by the fact that neither airport management nor any 
other identified actor involved with the provision of airport taxicab services has sufficient 
authority or influence on its own to dictate supply-side service improvements to foster 
increases in the air passenger taxicab modal split. 
Chapter 2:  Development of Airport Ground Transportation Services  
Kum L. (Dan) Wong – 31Jul13 Page 41 
Governance theory has been identified as the research lens that best lends itself to understand 
the complex interdependent relationships existing between the various parties involved with 
the provision of taxicab services to US airport patrons. The use of governance theory in this 
research on US airport taxicab planning activities will be discussed further in the following 
chapter. The use of governance theory will permit the research to unearth the 
interrelationships and interactions involved with the provision of taxicab services at US 
airports. The acquisition of this information will provide transportation planners with a 
platform from which mutually acceptable supply-side taxicab service improvements can be 
developed, which may lead to future sustainable long-term air passenger ground 
transportation modal split increases. 
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Chapter 3: Governance Theory and US Airport 
Taxicab Planning 
Governance is the formal and informal societal processes whereby decisions are made so that 
resources, including goods and services, are disseminated within a group or society (Aquina and 
Bekke 1993; Kooiman 1993). Although government, as a formal institution, is not required for 
various forms of governance to exist, government does provides expertise, financing, police 
powers, rulemaking, and the mantle of legitimacy in governance processes that are unavailable 
elsewhere (Klijn and Koppenjan 2000). 
Network governance replaces both traditional concepts of state or hierarchical rulemaking, and 
market-based mechanisms in ascertaining public policies combined with the delivery of public 
services.  Network governance utilizes concepts involving cooperation, trust, and mutual 
adjustment among the actors organized to formulate collective decisions in response to societal 
issues (Rhodes 1996). The use of network governance also permits the coordination among 
increasingly interdependent public and private sector actors in collectively addressing complex 
societal problems in a way that benefits the public (Sager 2005; Jessop 1998; Stoker 1998). 
Regardless of the governance modes utilized in the development of public policies, the 
transaction costs involved with these various governance modes also has economic impacts as 
these decision-making processes require differing amounts of time and other resources (Scharpf 
1989). 
Theoretically, the reliance of network governance on negotiation to facilitate the resolution of 
conflicts and ultimately coordinate the development of solutions to societal problems should 
preclude any form of top-down or hierarchical governance (Börzel 2010; Scharpf 1997). 
However, the co-existence of hierarchical and network governance modes has been observed in 
the examination of European governance (Börzel 2010) and industry self-regulation (Newman 
and Bach 2004). Government does monitor network activities, and exercises their regulatory 
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powers to ensure that these decisions do not subvert the will of government (Newman and Bach 
2004; Whitehead 2003).   
Nevertheless, network governance does provide more flexibility from which to adopt and 
institute policies with respect to new societal issues. On the other hand, decisions emanating from 
network governance processes are based on the actions of those who had somehow acquired 
sufficient influence to participate in these decision-making processes (Scharpf 1989). The use of 
network governance, in and of itself, to resolve societal issues is unable to guarantee that all 
participants will either have an input into the decision-making processes, or receive significant 
benefits resulting from the decisions that are made (Bickerstaff et al. 2001; Scharpf 1994). 
Network governance also does not address historical economic, ethnic and social chasms that 
may impair the ability of those in the community from engaging in these decision-making 
processes (Lund and Skinner 2004). Thus, politicians and outside special interest groups may 
achieve an inordinate amount of influence from which to subvert any network governance 
outcomes (Bovaird 2005; Kooiman 2003; Sloat 2002).       
The examination of governance in decision-making necessitates the study of complex socio-
political environments in which decisions to societal problems is evaluated and decided, the 
diverse groups who both make the decisions and are subject to the decisions generated by the 
decision-making processes, and the dynamics in which problems are identified and subsequent 
decisions are made (Kooiman 1993). The dynamics between actors in the environment in which 
societal problems are identified and resolved are not static, but do change over time. 
Governments, through both their expertise and rulemaking authority, once controlled the entire 
space in which societal problems were identified and addressed. As societal problems have 
increased in complexity while resources to address these problems have simultaneously became 
more scarce, the use of formal and informal networks to identify and address these problems has 
become more commonplace (Klijn and Koppenjan 2000).     
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Thus, the use of governance theory in examining societal issues requires an understanding of all 
of the circumstances and conditions leading to the creation of specific policies and subsequent 
actions by which these policies were implemented in society (Stoker 1998). However, the trust 
and mutual adjustments required of network governance participants to examine and resolve 
contemporary societal problems are likely to require a strong governmental or hierarchical 
authority to ensure that the participants can perform their roles (Rhodes 1996). The decisions 
emanating from such a collective decision-making environment will have both intended and 
unintended results (Kooiman 2003).  
The introduction of governance theory into this exploration of US airport taxicab planning will 
begin with an initial identification of what is currently known about the interactions and 
engagements between US airports and the other actors responsible for the provision of airport 
taxicab services. The identification of the interactions between US airport officials and those 
responsible for providing airport taxicab services will also note how these engagements 
intertwine with US and state governmental requirements that public agencies, including airports, 
require public participation in conjunction with the adoption of public policies through legislative 
action. The discussion will proceed to formally define governance and identify various 
governance typologies that have evolved in the light of significant contemporary economic and 
societal changes. Societal concerns arising from the identified significant socio-economic 
changes are then discussed in terms of how they have impacted on the decision-making processes 
of both public transport services and US airports. The results from an examination of US airport 
taxicab planning through the use of governance theory will present a more complete 
understanding of the processes by which US airport taxicab planning decisions are made. In 
unraveling how US airports undertake taxicab planning activities, recommendations can be 
suggested to assist US airports in the development of sustainable supply-side taxicab service 
improvements that allow for mutually beneficial outcomes for the various parties responsible for 
the availability of airport taxicab services. 
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3.1 GOVERNANCE THEORY AND AIRPORT GROUND 
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 
Much of the research on airport ground access, including ground transportation issues, has 
previously utilized traditional mathematical or scientific-based transportation planning 
methodologies, including the use of level-of service (LOS) analysis, forecasts, and models. 
Although these traditional methodologies continue to provide relevant information to many 
airport professionals, these traditional research methods are unable to account for all possible 
variables and changes that may influence an airport’s ground transportation demand (Gosling 
2006).  Thus, information utilizing different research methods is now required for US 
airports to address current and future challenges in planning and managing taxicabs within a 
very fluid economic, political and social setting.  
It has only been in the late 1970s and early 1980s that US airports considered ground 
transportation of sufficient importance to warrant the creation of a separate airport 
department responsible for the planning and day-to-day management of taxicabs and other 
airport ground transportation operations (Rutner and Mundy 1996; Mundy 1992). While the 
literature documents the early evolution of US airport ground transportation planning and 
management, time, and circumstances have significantly altered the structures in which one 
plans and manages ground transportation. The legal framework for the planning and 
management of airport ground transportation at the major US airports was most recently 
documented by Bricker and Cleary (2008). However, the research on legal frameworks of 
airport ground transportation regulatory functions at a number of major US airports, 
including those involving the planning and management of taxicab operations, fails to delve 
into the formal and informal interactions or engagements involved between these airports 
and the entities involved with providing  taxicab and other airport ground transportation 
services. While understanding the legal frameworks in which airports regulate ground 
transportation operators is important, answers must be found elsewhere if US airports are to 
foster sustainable supply-side taxicab service improvements which satisfy both those who 
are involved with providing airport taxicab services and the traveling public. 
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The field of spatial planning has evolved from an expert-driven centralized approach, 
focusing on the physical nature of the community, into a more collaborative and holistic 
approach, combining complex economic and equity issues with traditional planning activities 
(Reeves 2005; Wheeler 2002; Healey 1996). The use of consensus-building collaborative 
approaches by governmental institutions in the planning of policies and/or programs was 
intended to compensate for the fragmentation and inflexibility of existing governmental 
structures; thus, the resulting network arrangements among the various parties allowed  for 
elected officials, bureaucrats, special interests, and the public to come together for joint 
learning and decision-making processes (Innes 1996). The use of collaborative planning 
theories has previously been identified in airport ground transportation planning research 
aimed at fostering increases in airport ground transportation usage by various airport users 
including air passengers (Budd et al. 2011; Humphreys and Ison 2003). The use of 
collaborative planning theories may be initially useful in examining airport ground 
transportation planning and management practices that seek to improve the fostering of 
supply-side taxicab service improvements that results in an overall positive experience for 
airport patrons. However, US airports do not have the statutory power unilaterally to compel 
taxicabs and other ground transportation operators to either service their airports or 
otherwise regulate their operations outside airport boundaries (Cooper et al. 2010; Bricker 
and Cleary 2008). Airports currently constitute the largest marketplace for US taxicab 
drivers (Cooper et al. 2010). Taxicab drivers go to the airport because of governmental 
coercion, but voluntarily, for their personal economic interests (Blasi and Leavitt 2006). On 
the other hand, US airports are dependent upon taxicabs to accommodate significant 
numbers of transit-dependent air passengers (Coogan et al. 2008; Leigh Fisher Associates et 
al. 2002; Leigh Fisher Associates et al. 2000). The resulting interdependent relationship 
between taxicab service providers and US airports are such that airport management is but 
one player among many involved with the provision of taxicab services to airport patrons. 
Given the reduced ability of US airports to unilaterally impose the terms upon which 
taxicabs and other ground transportation services may operate at these airports, a more 
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expansive theoretical framework is needed than that provided by collaborative planning 
theory in order to comprehensively examine the issues and problems involved in increasing 
the air passenger ground transportation modal split through supply-side taxicab service 
improvements to achieve airport vehicular traffic reductions.  
The search for a new theoretical lens with which to view the service-based challenges faced 
by US airports towards increasing the level of customer service by airport taxicab service 
providers requires an understanding of US airports. An examination of commonalities 
between US airports with commercial airline service show that they are all virtually owned 
by some form of government entity as a public enterprise or service (Gillen 2010; Reimer 
and Putnam 2009). Thus, these airports are subject to political and social influences in their 
decision-making processes (Goetz and Szyliowicz 1997). Through the use of governance 
theory and its exposure of various external influences within a decision-making process that 
is open to public participation and review, new insights and knowledge are generated that 
academics and transportation planning practitioners would not be able to access through 
other transportation planning methodologies (Bickerstaff, Tolley and Walker 2002). 
US airports operate complex dispatching taxicab dispatching systems as part of a concerted 
effort to regulate public taxicab operations at the airport’s terminal loading zones (Rutner 
and Mundy 1996; Mundy 1992). However, little is known of the relationships between US 
airports and their respective taxicab operators, independent contractor or lessee drivers, and 
outside transportation regulatory agencies in the planning and management of airport taxicab 
services. The powers exhibited by each of the individual actors in the provision of airport 
taxicab services are unequal. Airport management, by virtue of their statutory authority to 
regulate all airport operational activities, including taxicabs and other ground transportation 
services, has more power than either the taxicab operators and drivers (Bricker and Cleary 
2008). The taxicab operators, through their economic and political influences, have 
considerable influence over the drivers and, at times, the transport regulatory agencies in 
taxicab regulatory decisions that may involve airport ground transportation services (Blasi 
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and Leavitt 2006). This exploratory examination of the interactions or engagements between 
the various parties responsible for the provision of airport taxicab services will touch upon 
contemporary economic, political and social issues in this complex environment. Through 
the use of governance theory from which to uncover the relationships US airports have with 
these actors, commonalities and differences will be discovered that occur by virtue of the 
airport’s public ownership model. The results that are gleaned from this research can then be 
used to suggest recommendations that would enable publically-owned US airports to 
undertake long-term transportation planning efforts fostering supply-side taxicab service 
improvements that result in sustainable long term increases in the air passenger ground 
transportation modal split.  
From this exploratory research, future academic researchers can utilize these findings and 
build upon them to better comprehend the multifaceted decision-making processes in 
conjunction with airport ground transportation planning. Through the fostering of supply-
side airport taxicab service improvements, increased numbers of air passengers may choose 
to alter their airport ground transportation modal choice from the private automobile to the 
existing fleet of airport taxicabs for their airport-based trips. Should sufficient increases in 
the air passenger ground transportation modal split occur, existing airport ground access 
impediments are likely to be reduced, leading to an improved airport operating environment 
that allows both airports and taxicab service providers to mutually benefit economically. 
3.2 GOVERNANCE AND GOVERNANCE TYPOLOGIES 
The word “governance” is reported to have ancient Latin and Greek roots referring to the 
steering of boats (Jessop 1998). In the present day, the word governance can be defined as 
the directed influence of social processes from which societal issues can be addressed and 
decided in order for a society to move forward (Klijn and Koppenjan 2000). The directors of 
this process may be from within a self-governing group if both the participants share 
commonalities such as traditions and processes, and the participants understand the social 
processes involved with generating solutions for a societal issue or making the most of an 
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opportunity (Kooiman 2003). However, the cataclysmic economic failures leading the world 
into the Great Depression of the 1920s and 1930s led to the emergence of the state in the 
resolution of societal problems (Martinelli and Midttun 2009; Seidman 1998) and the 
significant growth of our current governmental bureaucracies in the examination of societal 
problems and the implementation of programs to address those problems (Osborne and 
Plastrik 1997). The increasingly high economic costs in the continued growth of a 
centralized government to contend with societal issues or opportunities (Koppenjan and 
Enserink 2009; Panayides 2002; Vining and Boardman 1992; Boardman and Vining 1989; 
Walsh 1978), combined with the inability of these large governmental entities to effectively 
coordinate their activities to address increasingly complex societal problems or opportunities 
(Koppenjan and Klijn 2004; Osborne and Plastrik 1997), has led to an examination of 
whether large government institutions are still the appropriate instrument to govern a society.  
The amount of outside intervention necessary to investigate and address outstanding societal 
issues may vary widely depending upon the complexities of the society and the socio-
economic issues or opportunities confronted (Klijn et al 2010; Koppenjan and Klijn 2004). 
Thus, the crux of current governance research is in the examination of those organizational 
forms (e.g., government, non-governmental enterprises and organizations, or a combination 
of government and non-governmental entities) that are the most effective in a particular 
situation to establish the necessary societal decision-making and implementation frameworks 
required to accomplish a particular function. Governments have chosen to increasingly 
privatize or otherwise contract out public services that would have formerly been performed 
by their established bureaucratic organizations, in order to reduce fiscal costs while increase 
service effectiveness (Rhodes 1996). The increasing participation of outside entities, 
including non-governmental organizations and private businesses, in the provision of public 
services has resulted in governments entering into more collaborative network governance 
arrangements with these entities, in an effort to better understand particular social problems 
and to achieve better solutions (Milward and Provan 2003). On the other hand, the 
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government in a democratic society must take efforts to ensure that there is appropriate 
public involvement in these fact-finding and decision-making processes (Smiley, de Loë and 
Kreutzwiser 2010; Bickerstaff and Walker 2001). The network arrangements between 
government, outside entities, and the public have, in time, evolved into collective decision-
making forums, in which public and private stakeholders engage to generate consensus-
based public policy and program decisions (Ansell and Gash 2008). From the use of these 
networked governance arrangements, delays from gridlock and litigation have been reduced 
(Innes, Connick, Kaplan and Booher 2006).            
In the area of spatial planning, network governance has impacted governmental decisions 
involving land use development. Land use development decisions are now the result of 
complex interactive processes between a number of actors and/or entities within an ever 
dynamic environment, in which decisions are not decided entirely on a rational scientific 
basis (Healy 2003). Subsequently, planning theory and practice have focused on the need for 
meaningful and mutually-satisfying collaborative engagements, with active decision-making 
participation between the various entities (i.e., community representatives, government staff, 
private parties, and those formerly locked out or underrepresented in decision-making 
processes) to resolve conflicts in creating plans or policies benefitting society (Smiley et al. 
2010; Dupuis and Gillon 2009; Buccus, Hemson, Hicks and Piper 2008; Wan and Chiu 
2008; Bailey and Grossardt 2006; Innes and Booher 2005; Lund and Skinner 2004).  
Transportation planning has also witnessed the increasing influence of network governance 
in both the deliberations and the final decisions involving transportation policies and 
programs. The enactment of various environmental and open government laws now requires 
participation from citizens, affected public agencies, transportation providers, and even 
traditionally under-represented groups (e.g., low income and minority households) in the 
planning of transportation projects (Bailey and Grossardt 2006; Bickerstaff et al. 2002). 
Although public participation in transportation-related plans and projects may be legally 
required, the level and quality of the these interactions have often been less than effective in 
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providing government officials and/or professional staff with adequate community or public 
input to achieve mutually beneficial outcomes (Bailey and Grossardt 2006; Innes and Booher 
2004; Bickerstaff et al. 2002). However, multi-level governance fostering interactions 
between government and various societal actors have been shown to be more likely to 
generate meaningful plans, programs and policies related to climate mitigation measures 
than those which did not utilize such governance interactions (Pitt 2010). The use of Airport 
Transportation Forums at many airports in United Kingdom  have utilized networks 
consisting of representatives from such entities as airport management, airlines, airport and 
airline employee groups, airport businesses and concessions, environmentalists, and ground 
transportation operators to formulate plans and implement programs that are calculated to 
both reduce airport vehicular traffic demand, and increase the efficiency of existing airport 
ground transportation modes (Budd et al. 2011; Humphreys and Ison 2003).       
As societal problems and opportunities faced by planning practitioners occur in a highly 
complex and ever-dynamic environment, governmental leaders have framed policies, rules, 
and other regulatory mechanisms through a form of ordered rule and collective action, in 
order to address these societal challenges (Stoker 1998). To better understand the various 
possible leadership responses, the following typologies have been identified by governance 
researchers to describe the processes whereby leaders within a societal context have 
addressed these complex socio-economic problems and opportunities: state-led or 
hierarchical governance, market-driven governance and network governance. 
3.2.1 HIERARCHICAL GOVERNANCE 
Hierarchical or state-led governance has its roots in the Great Depression of the 1920s and 
1930s, when the market-driven economy failed. Democratic governments rapidly expanded 
as they took the lead in resolving significant societal-based problems and creating 
opportunities (Martinelli and Midttun 2009; Seidman 1998). This governance model is 
currently considered the traditionally accepted model for government (Kooiman 2003). 
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Hierarchical governance is often identified with the following: centralized authority, top-
down decision-making and planning, public accountability, and utilization of legislation, 
regulations, and rules for policy implementation (Keast, Mandell and Brown 2006). Large 
numbers of professionally trained specialists are hired by government, and then interspersed 
in continually growing bureaucracies or departments to perform their roles. These specialists 
advise the leadership on desired or needed policies and programs, as well as implement the 
policy or program decisions once they are approved by the leadership (Pekonen 1993). 
The state with its large bureaucracies continues to be commonplace in modern democratic 
societies. However, this form of governance is not without its criticisms and shortcomings. 
The sheer size and complexities and the inherent inefficiencies and inflexibilities of these 
large unwieldy systems may mean they are incapable of quickly and efficiently assembling 
themselves to meet ever-changing societal needs (Osborne and Plastrik 1997). The technical 
experts that populate these large bureaucracies have also tended to use their professional 
expertise in policy creation, as well as program development and implementation, thus  
minimizing or otherwise excluding various segments of the public from democratic 
processes related to the review of existing plans and programs, as well as to the development 
of new plans and programs to address societal concerns (Smiley et al. 2010; Buccus et al. 
2008; Bailey and Grossardt 2006; Innes and Booher 2004; Lund and Skinner 2004; 
Bickerstaff et al. 2002). These large and centralized governmental bureaucracies may also be 
too far removed from the general society and the problems being faced by the population to 
adequately reflect the will of those they are assigned to govern and/or regulate (Wilkins 
2007; Coleman, Brudney and Kellough, 1998; Meier and Nigro 1976; Meier 1975). Also, 
these bureaucratic entities, and those occupying such entities, are built to address particular 
purposes and may be unable, in cases where the societal problem is multidisciplinary, to 
generate adequate responses and solutions quickly, whatever the complexities of the societal 
problems faced (Foster 2010; Seidman 1998). Finally, the technological advances that have 
increased the interconnectivity of the world’s nations and their citizenry may have generated 
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new problems or exacerbated existing ones that the large and centralized government 
bureaucracies within each nation-state could actually become an obstacle to future solutions 
(Wagenaar 2007). 
3.2.2 MARKET-LED GOVERNANCE 
Over the past few decades, the large bureaucratic organizations created by democratic 
governments to address societal issues have been criticized as too large to adequately meet 
ever-evolving societal needs (Koppenjan and Klijn 2004; Osborne and Plastrik 1997). The 
economic costs and efficiencies of these large government bureaucracies, including public 
enterprises and public-private partnerships created to provide the public with infrastructure 
and/or services have also been questioned (Koppenjan and Enserink 2009; Panayides 2002; 
Vining and Boardman 1992; Boardman and Vining 1989; Walsh 1978). Specifically, other 
entities including non-government organizations and private contractors may be more 
effective and efficient in providing public services (Gómez-Lobo 2007; Aquina and Bekke 
1993). Ongoing fiscal problems at all levels of government, coupled with the increasing 
dependence of individual nations on fluctuations and trends in the global economy, and the 
apparent inability of individual nation-states to implement plans or programs that adequately 
address new and more complex societal problems, have led to the return of market-led 
governance (Martinelli and Midttun 2010). 
Real or imposed resource constraints have limited the ability of large bureaucratic 
governments to address all societal problems. As a result, the rise of market-led governance 
has resulted in the deregulation or privatization of many markets (Martinelli and Midttun 
2010). Banking (Skalaban 1996) and transportation (Kole and Lehn 1999) were deregulated 
in the US. Public services formerly provided by and through large government bureaucracies 
are now being contracted out through competitive processes to private businesses and non-
governmental organizations (NGOs) in an effort to both reduce unit service costs and to be 
more responsive to client needs (Milward and Provan 2000; Osborne and Plastrik 1997; 
Rhodes 1994). A fragmentation of pre-existing public service delivery mechanisms has 
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occurred as a result of the societal drive from a hierarchical to a market-led governance 
mode (Rhodes 1996). Discussions involving economics, forecasts, and performance with 
regards to infrastructure projects are now playing increased roles in the decision-making 
process, including whether such projects should be implemented, and by whom, whether it is 
the state, a private concessionaire, or a public-private venture (Flyvbjerg 2009; Bruzelius, 
Flyvbjerg and Rothengatter 2002). The remaining functions performed by a downsized 
government should now be better able to focus on those issues that are appropriately handled 
at higher levels of government (Osborne and Plastrik 1997). 
However, with the popularity of market-led governance, there are market imperfections 
(e.g., collusion among service providers, lack of information, and monopolies), service 
quality issues, inequalities among various population groups, and other externalities.  These 
market imperfections may not lend themselves towards fully deregulating or outsourcing 
some public services to outside entities, including private companies and NGOs (Gómez-
Lobo 2007; Evans 2003; Aquina and Bekke 1993). Market-led governance has also failed, in 
transportation planning initiatives, to adequately address issues such as supporting active and 
genuine public participation in the development and implementation of transportation plans 
and programs (Booth and Richardson 2001). Market-based governance in the provision of 
social services has been reported to result in some private entities limiting or restricting 
clients from participation in public forums or discussions regarding the quantity or quality of 
the services provided (Pestoff 2009). In cases such as public transportation where there are 
multiple public service suppliers, some of these service providers have undertaken activities 
designed to confuse or otherwise interfere with the public’s freedom to choose their 
preferred provider, in order to increase their market share and/or profitability over the other 
competitors (Cervero 1985). Finally, market-led governance, resulting in both the 
deregulation of existing industries and the contracting of public services to outside entities, 
has left questions as to how much power and influence elected government officials continue 
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to possess in addressing societal problems or opportunities (Kettl 2000; Milward and Provan 
2000; Rhodes 1994). 
3.2.3 NETWORK GOVERNANCE 
A number of public functions and services were transferred from the government itself to 
private entities and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) during the transition from a 
traditional hierarchical mode of governance to a market-driven one. Government is now no 
longer the sole provider of public policies and programs (Sloat 2002). The private entities 
and NGOs now providing public functions and services have acquired their own power base 
separate from that of government. These service providers soon began to exercise their own 
influence in the development and implementation of public policies and programs (Klijn and 
Koppenjan 2000).  
Instead of government, through its bureaucracies, being the sole provider towards the 
resolution of any societal problems, government power and functions are now co-managed 
by socio-political leaders, government administrators, and the owners of the firms or NGOs 
providing public services (Brandsen and van Hout 2006; Torfing 2005). The co-management 
of government functions required cooperation, if not collaboration, mutual learning and trust 
in the creation and implementation of public programs to resolve societal problems or create 
societal opportunities (Gerspacher and Benoit 2007; Klijn and Koppenjan 2000). The 
effectiveness of these various forms of interpersonal processes in the leveraging of the 
knowledge and particular strengths of each participant will determine the usefulness of the 
network in addressing societal problems and opportunities (Mandell and Keast 2009).    
Hierarchical governance has not precluded public participation in bureaucratic decision-
making processes (Lacombe 1994). However, network governance necessitates a mutual 
learning and deliberation process creating a shared space whereby the participating actors 
can develop both a shared vision and capacity to develop mutually agreeable solutions 
(Stoker 1998).  The combination of government and contracted service providers in the 
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development and implementation of public policies and services does not occur in a vacuum. 
Other actors, including citizens groups, politicians, private firms, public interest 
organizations, and social movements, choose to be included into decision-making processes 
around public policies and programs (Torfing 2005). The organization and operation of these 
networks are now very fluid. Within such a fluctuating environment, desirable public policy 
and program outcomes have become dependent upon: the ability of the participants to create 
and sustain a committed, manageable and trusting quorum to openly discuss the problems 
among themselves; the achievement of a mutual perception among the network members of 
a mutual perception about the problems being investigated; the introduction of information 
and other evidence addressing the problems; the provision to address power or resource 
inequalities among members; and the ability to openly and transparently negotiate solutions 
agreeable to the membership (Ansel and Gash 2008; Innes, Connick, Kaplan and Booher 
2006; Torfing 2005; Klijn and Koppenjan 2000; Van Vliet 1993). While an important 
measure in the effectiveness of network governance is whether a network has resulted in 
policies and programs that have met societal needs (Klijn et al. 2010), an optimal 
environment in which these networks can function effectively is dependent on: the building 
and nurturing of relationships among network members; the framing of the issues as seen by 
those in the network; the network members dealing with objective facts rather than opinions; 
the creation of a problem-solving environment within the network; and the claiming of value 
for the results among all of the network members (Waterhouse, Keast and Brown 2011). The 
quality of the participation among members in these collaborative network processes must 
also be sufficiently high for effective decision-making processes within a democratic society 
(Mathur and Skelcher 2007). However, the end product of this process is ultimately a 
function of network integration, external controls, system stability and network effectiveness 
(Mandell and Keast 2009; Provan and Milward 2001; Provan and Milward 1995). 
The combination of the increased use of network governance by democratic governments to 
reduce the size and cost of government, and the variability in the relationships among 
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participants, have given rise to various forms of governance (Park 1996; Williamson 1991). 
The resulting governance forms may appear to be an amalgamation; however, each form has 
its own disciplined rationale for its existence (Williamson 1991). Regardless of the hybrid 
governance forms that may be created, both the citizenry and their elected leaders continue 
to function as if government continues to control the resolution of societal-based problems 
(Kettl 2000). Should the citizenry realize the extent that leaders have hollowed out the 
government through the transfer of traditionally governmental functions to non-
governmental participants, governments might lose their ability to have power over society, 
as the citizens might seriously question or hold back the support required for a government 
to generate the powers needed to manage societal problems or opportunities (Milward and 
Provan 2003; Kettl 2000; Milward and Provan 2000; Rhodes 1994). On the other hand, 
government, as an institution, is still necessary, as some collective functions may still be best 
performed through the government (Aquina and Bekke 1993). Government, serving in a 
coordinating role, can continue to perform a stabilizing role in network arrangements, given 
the variability of networks and their outcomes (Salminen 2008, Keast et al. 2006).    
The use of network governance in policy development and program implementation has also 
been questioned in terms of the level of accountability and transparency that is desired for 
democratic decision-making. In the development of solutions to address social issues or 
opportunities, the public may perceive the process of network decision-making to be at least 
muddied in terms of the public interest, and at worst sacrificed to achieve solutions 
acceptable to network members (Kettl 2000; O’Toole Jr. 1997). The use of network 
governance in achieving good outcomes to social issues or opportunities does not guarantee 
increased public participation in the decision-making process. Meaningful public 
participation in the decision-making process may vary between nations, service providers, 
social sectors, and the type of subject or project involved (Pestoff 2009; Innes and Booher 
2005; Bickerstaff et al. 2002). The creation of networks also does not invariably mean that 
member communities have increased access to either the leadership or decision-making 
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processes (Head 2007). This is especially true in the case of those populations segments that 
have historically been marginalized because their economic, ethnic, immigration, or social 
status has resulted in a lack of social cohesion (Dekker and Van Kempen 2009; Buccus et al. 
2008; Balbo and Marconi 2006; Garcia 2006; Maskovsky 2006). 
3.3 DEMOCRATIC PRINCIPLES INVOLVING DIRECT PUBLIC 
PARTICIPATION IN US AIRPORT DECISION-MAKING 
Within a liberal democratic society, the concept of direct citizen participation as a means to 
acquire information to make public decisions and to legitimize the decisions made to the 
public is a natural topic of discussion and studies of governance. Direct citizen participation 
is a cornerstone of the US and other democratic nations (Arnstein 1969). Systemic efforts 
have been made to incorporate citizen participation into US planning processes through 
provisions in various environmental laws. In the National Environmental Protection Act of 
1969 and the Clean Air Act of 1970, public agencies were required to hold public hearings 
on proposed projects, and were subject to public lawsuits if public concerns were not 
adequately addressed prior to project approval (Liroff 1976). Additional efforts were also 
made by the US and other liberal-democratic governments to increase the participation of 
those societal elements that have historically been unrepresented (Dean 2010). Federal urban 
renewal programs and other “War on Poverty” programs of the 1960s and 1970s were 
examples where public advocacy efforts were incorporated to increase economically-
disadvantaged and minority community contributions in public decision-making (Arnstein 
1969). 
The concept of public participation is seen as an essential element in modern democratic 
decision-making processes (Pestoff 2009; Bickerstaff et al. 2002). The development of 
public participation can be viewed in terms of the historical development of the modern 
democratic system; the developmental level in conjunction with relationship between the 
government and society, and the governance level as it pertains to the development of tools 
to undertake such efforts (Bherer 2010). However, the current form in which public hearings 
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and forums are conducted by government to meet US statutory decision-making 
requirements may actually generate dissention and antagonism that ultimately discourages 
such participation (Innes and Booher 2005). As government becomes increasingly dependent 
upon relationships with non-governmental organizations, the private sector, and the public in 
both the creation and implementation of policies, public administrators are no longer able to 
simply use their subject-matter expertise or their command and control skills to resolve 
societal issues. Increasingly, these administrators require the use of increased personal and 
organizational skills involving negotiation and coordination with both internal and external 
parties within multiple formal, quasi-formal and informal forums in the generation of public 
policies (Bingham, Nabatchi and O’Leary 2005). The level of influence held by government 
and others, including the general public and stakeholders, are likely to determine whether 
government will either direct, or take on more of a coordinating or negotiating role with 
other actors in the public decision-making process (Rowley 1997). Regardless of the choice 
of governance modes used, government in a liberal democratic society remains ultimately 
accountable to all of the people to ensure that both their views have been adequately 
considered in a transparent public decision-making process (Kettl 2002).     
US airports with commercial airline services are, virtually without exception, governmental 
entities (Gillen 2011; Reimer and Putnam 2008; Oum et al. 2006). Although airports are 
generally treated as public enterprises, they remain governmental sub-units and should 
function in a manner similar to other US governmental entities, in that direct citizen 
participation is an important component in their decision-making processes. However, the 
ability of the citizenry to influence governmental decision-making in terms of public policy, 
projects and service has been questioned (Bickerstaff et al. 2002; Arnstein 1969). Decisions 
made by US airports, including those involving planning activities, are subject to the 
influence of politics (Goetz and Szyliowicz 1997).  
The use of public enterprises, through their insulation from traditional political processes, 
has allowed for economic and organizational efficiencies to be used in delivering public 
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services at the expense of citizen oversight (Walsh 1978). Permitting US airports to operate 
as public enterprises has allowed these airports to be financially and operationally responsive 
to the ever-changing needs of the aviation marketplace (Bacot and Christine 2006). These 
airports, by virtue of being governmental sub-units, are also granted various contractual and 
regulatory powers with which to manage the airport’s affairs, including those involving the 
airport’s taxicabs and other ground transportation services (Cooper et al. 2010, Bricker and 
Cleary 2008).  
Previous studies of public transportation services have identified network governance, 
whereby information is shared and decision-making is conducted among network members, 
as the most effective governance mode to ensure that integrated public transportation 
services operated by multiple entities can fulfill public demand (Hull 2005; Booth and 
Richardson 2001; May and Roberts 1995; May 1991; Chisholm 1989). Airports in the 
United Kingdom have required airports since the late 1980s to create transportation forums 
whereby internal and external groups can meet together to create and implement surface-
based airport ground access strategies to increase the use of ground transportation modes for 
all airport-based trips (Budd et al. 2011; Humphreys and Ison 2003). 
Actions by US airports involving airport taxicab planning issues have been subject to various 
underlying currents that arise unpredictably. US taxicab operators have historically been 
active in local politics. As a result, local decisions involving the licensing, regulation, and 
fare structure of taxicabs, as a public service, are easily susceptible to political influences 
(Leavitt and Blasi 2009; Abraham et al. 2008; Blasi and Leavitt 2006; Zerbe Jr. 1983; Kitch 
et al. 1971). In the past decade, independent contractor drivers operating taxicabs have been 
able to unite and to become politically active in an attempt to forge more favorable 
governmental decisions for their benefit (Leavitt and Blasi 2009; Abraham et al. 2008; 
Bruno 2008). Given the established political influence of the taxicab operators and the 
increasing political power of the independent contractor drivers, US airport officials 
responsible for airport taxicab planning issues have had to manage the ever-shifting political 
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landscape to ensure that air passengers have ready access to needed taxicab services. These 
officials must also take into account the concerns of the general public and other special 
interest groups in the development of any airport plans and programs (Koliba, Meek and Zia 
2011).  
While US airports must consider numerous interests in developing policies and programs, 
including those involving taxicab planning matters, there are also interdependent 
relationships that may permit US airports to develop network arrangements from which 
mutually acceptable plans and programs can be adopted and implemented. US airports are 
dependent upon taxicab companies, individual contractor drivers, and external transport 
regulatory agencies to provide needed airport ground transportation services to airport 
patrons (Cooper et al. 2010). Likewise, the taxicab companies and independent contractor 
drivers are economically reliant upon airports, as they are frequently the largest market in a 
region for their services and the airport-generated fares constitute a large proportion of a 
driver’s relatively marginal income (Cooper et al. 2010; Blasi and Leavitt 2006). 
Interdependent relationships among various parties may create an atmosphere conducive to 
the development of networks (Ansell and Gash 2008; Innes and Booher 2005). The 
development of connective ties among the parties formed through positive contacts and 
outcomes is essential for the development and growth of effective networks in producing 
socially-desirable public policies and programs (Innes and Booher 2005; Park 1996). Thus, 
the interdependent relationships existing between US airports, taxicab operators, independent 
contractor drivers, and external transport regulatory agencies are a network that US airports 
can harness to achieve goals such as increasing the air passenger ground transportation 
modal split through the development of mutually accepted supply-side airport taxicab service 
improvements. 
The importance of direct citizen participation, their underlying political influences, and the 
creation of networks within the decision-making processes of liberal democratic societies all 
makes the subject of participation central to an analysis using governance as the lens through 
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which to investigate US airport taxicab planning. Therefore, the concept of participation will 
be intertwined within further discussions regarding governance and governance typologies. 
3.4 GOVERNANCE AND PUBLIC TRANSPORT 
The provision of public transport services has undergone significant changes in response to 
socio-economic changes resulting from human settlement patterns. In some cases, publicly-
owned transport systems have been privatized. In other cases, these transport systems have 
been integrated or consolidated into a single entity. Issues of efficiency versus equity in 
government transportation policies and programs are argued and balanced against each other 
in determining the future direction of public transport. Government regulation of the various 
public transport modes has varied from the strict regulation of all aspects of the operation to 
partial or total deregulation. When apparent market-related failures occur, some 
governments, in response to public outcries, have re-regulated previously deregulated public 
transport modes. The direction in which public transport is evolving or devolving in the 
effort to meet future public transport needs is currently unclear and certainly not uniformly 
applied. 
As economic and societal changes have impacted the spatial environment, these changes 
have also resulted in a simultaneous evolution of urban transport planning (Meyer 2000). 
Suburban sprawl and the resulting reductions in urban population densities after World War 
II in parts of the US have resulted in significant reductions in the public transport mode split 
(Pucher 1995). The US government, in the 1960s, permitted local governments to use 
Federal grants to purchase financially ailing private bus and rail transit opportunities in 
response to social concerns regarding accessibility for all segments of the population 
(Winston 2000). Additional Federal and State grants were later provided in the 1970s to 
offset public transit capital and operating costs for local governments in efforts to improve 
urban transport accessibility (Winston 2000). The British passenger rail system that was 
originally built and operated by various private enterprises from the 1800s was taken over by 
the State after World War II, using various forms of public subsidies (Haywood 2007). 
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Britain later re-privatized the passenger rail network in the 1980s to increase efficiency while 
reducing, if not eliminating public subsidies (Haywood 2007; Pucher 1995). Other European 
nations such as Sweden utilized regional transportation planning programs to develop 
uniform fare schedules and ticketing systems, as well as making strategic financial 
contributions to foster the integration of the various privately operated public transport 
operators into an efficient transport network that is transparent to the transit patron (Hull 
2005; Janic 2001; May and Roberts 1995; May 1991).  
Issues of economic efficiency and social equity are frequently mentioned in discussions 
regarding transportation policies and the funding of these programs inside the annals of 
government (Taylor and Tassiello Norton 2009; Schweitzer and Valenzuela 2004; Panayides 
2002; Small 1997). However, the socio-economic circumstances of the legions of 
independent contractor drivers driving taxicabs and other ground transportation services 
working long hours for low pay and no benefits in difficult working conditions as noted by 
Abraham et al. (2008), Bruno (2008), and Blasi and Leavitt (2006), have yet to be adequately 
identified and addressed in such discussions.     
As public transport underwent different organizational forms to meet the needs of the 
traveling public, the regulatory structure of public transport modes also changed. Following 
the Great Depression of the 1920s, governments at all levels within the US implemented 
strict regulatory mechanisms on the entry, operation and pricing of taxicabs and other public 
transport modes, in order to provide needed economic stability and protection to the 
transportation marketplace (Cooper et al. 2010; Teal and Berglund 1987; Kitch et al. 1971). 
However, the transportation regulatory mechanisms developed resulted in the creation of 
large and powerful regulatory organizations (Eckert 1973). Consumers were now limited to a 
few public transport service choices (Cervero 1996; Cervero 1985). Higher passenger fares 
also occurred due to the lack of competition (Cervero 1985). 
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Deregulation efforts of the 1970s and 1980s worldwide resulted in formerly highly regulated 
areas such as banking (Skalaban 1996), natural gas transmission (Waheed and Malik 2010), 
and transportation services including airlines (Kole and Lehn 1999) and taxicabs (Barrett 
2010; Cooper et al. 2010; Schaller 2007; Morrison 1997; Teal and Berglund 1987) become 
market-driven, with demand driving both supply and pricing. Deregulation of the taxicab 
industry resulted in new taxicab service providers entering the marketplace; however, lower 
taxicab fares failed to materialize (Schaller 2007; Teal and Berglund 1987). Promised 
innovations in North American taxicab services resulting from deregulation failed to occur 
(Teal and Berglund 1987). 
In the case of US taxicab drivers, they, like their airline industry counterparts (Kole and 
Lehn 1999), were now working longer hours and earning far less income after deregulation 
(Blasi and Leavitt 2006). For the taxicab drivers, deregulation resulted in the elimination of 
employee driver benefits (e.g., health insurance) as they became lessees or independent 
contractors, and the absorption of operating costs (e.g., fuel, insurance, maintenance, and 
vehicle costs) formerly paid by the taxicab operator (Leavitt and Blasi 2009; Bruno 2008; 
Abraham et al. 2008; Blasi and Leavitt 2006; Teal and Berglund 1987; Zerbe Jr. 1983).  
Prior to deregulation, the transport regulatory agencies dealt primarily with the taxicab 
operators (Eckert 1973; Kitch 1971). After deregulation, taxicab operators continued to 
remain profitable but the lessee or otherwise independent taxicab drivers began requesting 
administrative or legislative changes by these transport regulatory agencies to improve their 
socio-economic and work conditions (Leavitt and Blasi 2009). Public response to reported 
reductions in taxicab service quality and safety practices, as well as alleged price gouging 
and consumer abuses in the taxicab industry, resulted in a number of US municipalities re-
regulating taxicabs to some degree as a public transport service (Schaller 2007; Gallick and 
Sisk 1987; Zerbe Jr. 1983). 
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Interactions or engagements in the US regarding policies and programs impacting public 
transport will continue well into the future, given further changes to human settlement 
patterns in the light of societal concerns for sustainability and social justice. Future US 
airport interactions or engagements involving taxicabs as an airport ground transportation 
service must now include the multitudes of lessee and independent contractors, as they are 
now the service providers and have a significant financial stake in any policy or program 
outcomes. The choice of governance modes to be used by US airports in eventually adopting 
policy or program decisions, including those fostering supply-side taxicab service 
improvements to increase the air passenger ground transportation modal split, must also 
elicit input and support from many taxicab drivers, whose racial, social or economic 
background has traditionally been underrepresented in public discourses and decision-
making.  
3.5 GOVERNANCE AND US AIRPORTS 
While deregulation of the US transportation industry was taking place in the 1970s and 
1980s, airports across the world were privatizing airports as a means to increase both the 
handling capacity and efficiency of the air transport system (Oum et al. 2006). Virtually all 
US airports with commercial airline services remained publicly-owned enterprises (Reimer 
and Putnam 2009). The forms of public ownership that have historically developed for US 
airports were originally based upon the ability with which each form can: access capital 
markets in financing airport projects; create efficient and cost effective organizations, 
minimize political influences in airport decision-making processes; and produce a mission-
oriented entity (Reimer and Putnam 2009). Regardless of whether an airport is operated by a 
city, county, independent authority, or some other form of public ownership, US airports  
have been successful in operating nearly as efficiently as fully privatized airports elsewhere 
in the world (Oum et al. 2006). Like their international counterparts, the management at US 
airports considers airport ground transportation services an increasingly important airport 
function (Budd et al. 2010; Mundy 1992). Taxicabs and other ground transportation services 
Chapter 3: Governance Theory and US Airport Taxicab Planning  
Kum L. (Dan) Wong – 31Jul13 Page 66 
provided at US airports are frequently operated by a number of privately-owned service 
providers (de Neufville 2006). Transportation services to the traveling public are provided in 
a manner similar to that of European integrated transport services, with numerous private 
operators competing in a marketplace environment for fare-paying customers (Booth and 
Richardson 2001). Although these transportation services are licensed and regulated in 
varying degrees by governmental agencies at all levels, including airports and external 
transport regulatory agencies, there is no single governmental entity or agency responsible 
for all aspects of the licensing and regulatory activities of airport ground transportation 
operations (Bricker and Cleary 2008).  
Within a network in which significant amounts of communication and cooperation exist 
among the individual service providers and the government agency, regionally-based 
transportation services operated by multiple service providers under the auspices of a single 
government entity were found to operate the best (Koppenjan and Klijn 2004; Chisholm 
1989). However, the ability of US airports to create network opportunities with their ground 
transportation services in order to improve their services is limited. The airline industry has 
considerable control over US airports in terms of their finances and operations, given their 
long-term lease and use agreements that guarantee the repayment of airport-backed bonds 
and other commercial paper instruments financing an airport’s capital infrastructure (Oum, 
Yan and Yu 2008; Nichol 2007; Oum et al. 2006; Graham 2004; Graham 2001; Graham 
1992). Thus, US airports, as a government-owned or public enterprise, have their focus 
primarily directed towards efficiency and profitability (Bacot and Christine 2006). The FAA 
also requires all US airports to be financially self-sufficient as a condition towards receiving 
Federal grant funds for airside and other related improvements (Nichol 2007). These FAA 
funding agreements also strictly limit an airport’s ability to acquire and expend any airport-
generated funds, as well as limiting airport-generated expenditures to only those purposes 
considered directly and substantially related to aeronautical purposes (Nichol 2007). Since 
the 1978 deregulation of the airline industry, US airports with commercial airline services 
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have evolved from simply public utilities facilitating public access to air transportation 
modes to becoming a modern public enterprise with a management structure similar to that 
of a private businesses as they foster a more efficient business process for decision-making, 
compared to a typical government agency with its emphasis on equity and justice (Gillen 
2011; Bacot and Christine 2006; Walsh 1978). 
US airport governing boards’ and management staff’s choices of a specific governance mode 
for their decision-making processes to obtain optimum outcomes are difficult, as they can 
exhibit governance tendencies common to either private industry or government agencies. 
Decisions by US airports involving taxicab planning decisions may question the efficacy of 
continuing to use an efficient or business-like hierarchical governance mode. There are 
situations in which airports are dependent upon external sources for the provision of airport 
taxicab and other airport services. However, short of a concession or other contractual 
arrangement, US airports do not have the statutory authority to coerce or otherwise mandate 
individual service providers to supply needed taxicab services. A network governance model 
in this case may be more appropriate for US airports to acquire their desired taxicab planning 
goals, including the achievement of supply-side taxicab service improvements to increase the 
air passenger ground transportation modal split. 
Airports in England and Wales have long utilized network governance in the planning and 
adoption of policies addressing reductions in traffic congestion, and instituting programs to 
increase the airport ground transportation modal split. Network participants in this case have 
included airport management, airline representatives, transportation operators, and various 
employee groups (Humphreys and Ison 2003). Although the results of these network efforts 
to increase the various airport ground transportation modal split in the United Kingdom are 
currently unknown (Budd et al. 2011), US airports’ choice of governance mode to achieve 
supply-side taxicab service improvements must work with privately-owned taxicab 
operators, independent contractor or lessee drivers, and any external transport regulatory 
agencies. The choice made by each individual airport must be capable of bringing all of 
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these different parties and their various interests or viewpoints together to achieve good 
taxicab outcomes that benefit all parties, including the traveling public and airport patrons. 
An examination of similar situations in other arenas outside US airports has identified that 
the utilization of network governance has permitted various public and private entities to 
coalesce their various and complex goals and objectives into a forum from which feasible 
and comprehensive plans and programs can be generated (Donnet, Keast and Walker 2008; 
Keast et al. 2006; Klijn and Koppenjan 2000). 
3.6 CHAPTER SUMMARY 
This chapter introduced the concept of governance and how it differentiates itself from the 
institution of government in developing decisions addressing increasingly complex societal 
issues within a highly diverse society. Governance offers a flexible approach in discussing 
and resolving societal problems. However, governance can also lock out societal elements 
from these decision-making processes in the absence of government oversight. The 
transaction costs of time and other resources used in conjunction with a particular 
governance mode on societal issues was noted as they have a potentially significant 
economic impact on society. 
US transportation deregulation efforts of the 1970s and 1980s have resulted in publicly-
owned US commercial service airports developing various governance arrangements, 
including traditional hierarchical governance, with their taxicab and other ground 
transportation service providers to ensure their availability for airport patrons.  External 
pressures being placed on US airports to increase the air passenger ground transportation 
modal share will require changes in how these airports reach a consensus with the other 
actors involved with the provision of airport taxicab services to attain sustainable long term 
supply side taxicab service improvements to better attract airport patrons to these ground 
access modes. Traditional transportation planning research methods are ill equipped to 
explore US airport transportation planning practices resulting in the provision of taxicabs for 
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airport patrons. Thus, new non-traditional transportation planning research methods are now 
required. The information on US airport taxicab services that is uncovered in this governance 
theory research can be used to develop new airport transportation planning practices that are 
designed to achieve increases in the air passenger ground transportation modal share through 
supply-side service improvements. 
This chapter undertook an overview of the three forms of governance currently found in 
contemporary governance theory: hierarchical, market-led, and network. Hierarchical or top-
down governance is the traditional governance mode used by government in managing 
public affairs. Deregulation of the US transportation industry has resulted in government, 
including airports, becoming less able to unilaterally regulate taxicab services from the 
excesses, including poor customer service, price gouging and soliciting, caused by 
introducing free market and competitive forces into the airport ground transportation 
marketplace. As the US airport ground transportation marketplace evolved into an integrated 
transport environment in which individual taxicab drivers compete against other drivers and 
competing modes, the public transportation literature indicate that network governance, in 
which government is reduced from being a regulator to a service integrator, provides the best 
governance atmosphere to increase public modal share. 
US airports have become increasingly reliant on network relationships with taxicab 
operators, drivers, and external transport regulatory agencies to ensure that taxicab services 
are conveniently available for airport patrons. On the other hand, intense airport public safety 
issues have necessitated airport management continuing the use of traditional hierarchical 
command and control governance over all airport activities. As a result, airport management 
faces conflicts as to the use of interpersonal and inter-organizational processes, including 
negotiation and coordination, versus top-down command and control processes in decision-
making processes involving taxicab and other ground transportation planning initiatives. 
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The exploratory examination of the complex interactions or engagements between US 
airports and taxicab operators, independent contractor drivers, and external transport 
regulatory agencies will disclose how these interactions ultimately result in the provision of 
taxicab services for airport patrons. The airport’s continued role in regulating taxicabs and 
other ground transportation modes on airport property will also be examined in this research 
given the airport’s regulatory functions. Issues involving due process, public participation, 
and transparency in US airport decision-making processes involving airport taxicab planning 
initiatives will be examined in this research given the public ownership of US airports.  Last, 
the research will identify whether a particular US airport ownership model has an impact on 
the participation in decision-making processes involving airport taxicab planning activities. 
The data generated from the research will then be analyzed to describe existing US airport 
governance relationships involving taxicab planning activities. Based upon the analysis of 
the data, recommendations to US airports can be given whereby they can better engage the 
other actors in the development of sustainable long-term supply-side taxicab service 
improvements that increases the air passenger ground transportation modal share. The 
success that US airports will have in facilitating transportation planning programs designed 
to transfer air passenger ground transport demand from the private automobile to taxicabs 
and other alternative airport ground transportation modes will allow these airports to better 
accommodate projected air passenger volume increases.  
The following chapter will examine the existing networks between US airports and those 
outside entities involved with the provision, support, and regulation of airport taxicab 
services. The investigation therein will review the following: the governance modes utilized 
by US airports in the planning and management of airport taxicab services; any institutional 
barriers resulting in the current governance mode being used in the planning and 
management of airport taxicab services; and the identification of  potential opportunities to 
increase the use of network governance modes to foster more and better collaborations 
between US airports and taxicab service providers on service-related concerns. This 
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exploration will also review the environment in which airports, taxicab operators, 
independent contractors or employee drivers, and external transportation regulatory agencies 
currently co-exist in the planning and provision of taxicab services to airport patrons. From 
that analysis, new or improved ideas will be offered for the development of a network 
environment in which supply-side taxicab service improvements can be created among the 
various participants that enhances the quality of airport taxicab services provided to the 
traveling public, ultimately leading to sustainable long term future increases in the air 
passenger ground transportation modal split. 
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Chapter 4:  Existing Taxicab Networks at US 
Airports 
Taxicab services at US airports are the result of complex relationships that have developed on 
multiple levels between airports, taxicab operators, independent contractor drivers, and external 
transport regulatory agencies. Many of the interactions occur on the local level. This chapter will 
detail the interactions at the local level, uncover other interactions involving local airport taxicab 
services at the regional and national levels, as well as identify those interactions that transcend 
these levels. Impacts on local airport taxicab services of the deregulation of the US transportation 
industry, as well as the subsequent fragmentation of the transportation industry at all 
governmental levels, will be considered throughout the chapter to highlight the complexities of 
US airport taxicab planning issues. The unraveling of these networks involving the planning and 
provision of US airport taxicab services will provide the basis for network governance theory to 
contribute to an understanding of US airport taxicab planning processes, from which mutually 
agreeable supply-side taxicab service improvements can be facilitated resulting in an enhanced 
airport experience that benefits the airports, taxicab service providers, and the traveling public. 
US governmental agencies have developed their planning role as they have imposed changes 
drawn from the knowledge base of planners and other professionals on how to build consensus 
among stakeholders (Innes 1996). Networks among the stakeholders in resolving societal 
problems allows comprehensive planning to acquire the support needed to undertake plans and 
programs for a better society (Booher and Innes 2002). US commercial service airports are 
virtually all government operated agencies or departments created for the purpose of facilitating 
public access to air transportation (Reimer and Putnam 2009). Like other governmental entities, 
the planning efforts undertaken by US airports to meet future needs are subject to many external 
influences given the multitude of individual stakeholders and the power they exercise, as well as 
the long decision-making process that involves a significant number of approvals at all levels of 
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government (Goetz and Szyliowicz 1997). The airport planning processes can be improved by 
examining the complex relationships between these various stakeholders, and with and between 
the political decision-makers and the general public; from such an analysis, the plans that are 
developed and implemented will better reflect the desires of all parties.  
In the arena of US airport taxicab services, these airports are dependent upon privately-owned 
taxicab operators, independent contractor drivers, and outside transport regulatory agencies to 
provide essential ground transportation services to airport patrons (Cooper et al. 2010; Bricker 
and Cleary 2008). The means by which US airports have procured taxicab services for airport 
patrons has changed significantly since US transportation deregulation of the 1970s and 1980s, as 
depicted in Figures 1-1 and 1-2.  The resulting increase in the number of taxicab operators 
serving the airport ground transportation marketplace, the replacement of taxicab operator 
employees with independent contractors to ensure the continued acquisition of profits for 
operators, and the fragmentation and/or reduction in the governmental oversight of taxicab 
services, have all created an increasingly complex environment in which US airports undertake 
taxicab planning functions. From an examination of these multi-faceted and continually evolving 
relationships, the US airport taxicab planning processes which have resulted in decisions that 
impact the availability of airport taxicabs for the traveling public will be revealed. The 
information gleaned from this research can then be used by US airports to create an environment 
that is conducive to supply-side taxicab service improvements that may result in increased 
customer satisfaction of the services provided to the traveling public, and significantly increase 
the air passenger ground transportation modal share over the long term. 
4.1 LOCALLY-BASED NETWORKS IMPACTING US AIRPORT 
TAXICAB PLANNING 
Large volumes of airline passengers tread through US airports annually. While a significant 
number of these airline passengers are dependent upon the availability of taxicabs for 
airport-based trips either at their origin or destination, most of these passengers are oblivious 
to the unique and complex relationships that are needed between a number of actors in local 
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planning activities to make taxicab services available to airport patrons. These relationships, 
as depicted in Figure 4-1, will be reviewed in this section to identify the interactions that US 
airports engage in with others in relation to an air passenger’s ground access mode choice to 
and from the airport. The exposure of these engagements allows for the identification and 
examination of possible barriers that prevent the effective planning and provision of airport 
ground transportation services. The identification of these potential barriers may provide the 
information needed for these airports to plan for increases in the air passenger modal split 
through the fostering of supply-side taxicab service improvements. 
4.1.1 AIRPORT TAXICAB PERMITTING PROCESSES 
US taxicabs are most commonly licensed and regulated by local municipal authorities; 
however, in a few areas taxicabs are licensed and regulated by state transport regulatory 
agencies (Cooper et al. 2008; Bricker and Cleary 2008; Blasi and Leavitt 2006; Bruno 2008; 
La Croix et al. 1991; Kitch et al. 1971). On the other hand, US airports, as government 
agencies or departments, have the authority, through both their enabling statutes and 
subsequent court decisions, to permit and control all activities within the airport’s 
boundaries. The airport’s legal authority has been extended to privately owned and operated 
airport ground transportation operators, including taxicabs, operating vis-à-vis the airport’s 
contracting and regulatory powers (Cooper et al. 2010; Bricker and Cleary 2008; Rutner and 
Mundy 1996; Mundy 1992; La Croix et al. 1991). Although US airports traditionally do not 
license privately-operated taxicabs and other ground transportation operators, virtually every 
US hub airport has a process whereby these ground transportation operators, and possibly 
their drivers, are required to preregister with the airport prior to their operating on airport 
property (Bricker and Cleary 2008). Taxicabs and other ground transportation operators, and 
possibly their drivers, are normally required to meet certain specified minimum health and 
safety requirements prior to their being permitted to operate at a particular airport (Airport 
Ground Transportation Association 2010; Bricker and Cleary 2008; Rutner and Mundy 
1996).  These requirements may include: conformance of one’s airport operations with all 
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airport regulations, including the payment of all airport fees and charges; indemnifying the 
airport in the event of a vehicular accident or other loss through the possession of various 
insurance policies with specific minimum liability insurance coverage; and conformance 
with the airport’s passenger pickup and drop-off procedures. 
Customer service and vehicle inspection requirements may also be included as an airport 
requirement for taxicab and other ground transportation operators and drivers (Bricker and 
Cleary 2008). While US airports have established standards for taxicab and other ground 
transportation operators, the airports, like other governmental regulatory agencies, are 
generally incapable of providing a complete and through monitoring of the regulated 
operators (Scott 2004). Airport management sanctions to ban or otherwise limit taxicab and 
other ground transportation operators and drivers who violate an airport contractual 
obligation or regulation are subject to political processes (Blasi and Leavitt 2006; Kitch et al. 
1971) and due process requirements (Bricker and Cleary 2008). Frequently, lengthy and 
time-consuming litigation in the courts occur as a result of a US airport attempting to 
penalize the offending operator(s) and driver(s). The current system of permitting and 
revoking taxicab and other ground transportation at US airports, based primarily on health 
and safety requirements, may possibly constrain airports from considering and undertaking 
new taxicab planning initiatives (e.g., enhanced customer services) that could potentially 
increase the air passenger airport ground transportation modal split. 
Given the difficulties for US airports to take meaningful disciplinary action against errant 
taxicab operators and drivers, the airports should be able to take these cases to the 
appropriate transport regulatory agency for disciplinary action.  However, with the exception 
of Salt Lake City, Utah, neither the airports nor any other single transport regulatory 
authority in the US has overall responsibility for the licensing and regulating of taxicab 
operators and drivers crossing city or airport boundaries (Salt Lake City Utah City Council 
2010; Bricker and Cleary 2008). Thus, it is difficult without a concerted effort by multiple 
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public agencies, to take meaningful disciplinary action against a taxicab operator(s) and 
driver(s) for regulatory violations. 
 
 
Figure 4-1: Local-Based US Airport Interactions Involving Ground Transportation Planning and 
Operations 
 
4.1.2 AIRPORT TAXICAB REGULATORY PROCESSES 
The deregulation of the US transportation industry in the 1970s and 1980s created new 
taxicab operators and fostered the development of the airport shared-ride van industry 
(Cooper et al. 2010; Cervero 1996; La Croix et al. 1991; La Croix et al. 1986; Zerbe 1983). 
Although air passengers were now being offered additional ground transportation options 
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that had not been previously envisioned by US airports, the large influx of new operators and 
drivers into the airport ground transportation marketplace resulted in price gouging, 
solicitation and other problems, as the airport’s terminal roadways and commercial vehicle 
loading zones transformed into a highly competitive business environment (Cervero 1996). 
In response, US airports utilized their regulatory powers to develop and implement 
regulations imposing strict operating protocols and procedures to create a level playing field 
for all taxicab and other ground transportation operators and drivers. These protocols and 
procedures allowed for the efficient handling of airport public demands for ground 
transportation in their space-constrained commercial vehicle loading zones, while 
minimizing the problems resulting from an increasingly competitive marketplace (Cervero 
1996; Rutner and Mundy 1996; Mundy 1992). 
Impartiality is an essential ingredient in the creation of liberal governments like that of the 
US, to allow for the necessary bonds between the governors and the governed (Dean 2010).  
Thus, the elaborate taxicab and other ground transportation dispatching systems that were 
planned and implemented by US airports were designed to ensure that a level of fairness was 
created among all operators and drivers, and avoid even the appearance of partiality. This 
need to maintain impartiality towards particular ground transportation modes in a highly 
competitive environment may actually impede these airports from planning initiatives that 
offer incentives to taxicab and other ground transportation operators to implement service 
innovations designed to increase air passenger ridership volumes.  
4.1.3 AIRPORT TAXICAB INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT 
PROCESSES 
Airports provide a dedicated area on the landside in which air passengers can board a taxicab 
or other ground transportation vehicle (Wong and Ward 2006). These areas and the 
infrastructure supporting ground transportation modes including driver waiting areas and 
vehicle holding lots are routinely the province of the airport or an airport contractor (Cooper 
et al. 2010; Rutner and Mundy 1996; Mundy 1992). Although air passengers desire various 
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ground transportation options (Fodness and Murray 2007), the efficiency of these areas and 
the movement of traffic in them is important to enhance or at least maintain the ability of the 
airport terminals and supporting infrastructure to accommodate ground transportation 
passenger volumes (Correia et al. 2008; Correia et al. 2008). 
The failure of US airports or their contractors to plan and operate these loading zones and 
ancillary facilities in what the drivers believe is a fair and equitable manner has resulted in 
driver-led boycotts, leaving air passengers stranded at airports (Leavitt and Blasi 2009). In 
addition, the design and operation of airport loading zones can have a significant impact on 
the traffic volumes for all vehicles moving through the terminal roadways (LeighFisher, 
Dowling Associates Inc., JD Franz Research Inc., and WILTEC 2010). While the design and 
operation of these airport facilities are important for facilitating intermodal connections for 
air passengers, taxicab and other ground transportation operators are either unable or 
unwilling to finance the costs of the infrastructure (Gosling 1997). Therefore, the planning, 
design, financing, and construction of these ground transportation loading zones and other 
ancillary facilities are usually dependent upon long-term agreements (e.g., airport lease and 
use agreements) between the airports and the signatory airlines who guarantee the repayment 
of any outstanding financial obligations resulting from these airport infrastructure programs 
(Faulhaber et al. 2010; Nichol 2007; Graham 2004). 
The airlines exert significant control over US airports to maintain airport-related costs 
between 4 to 6% of an airline’s total expenditures (Dempsey 2008). Airlines are likely to 
continue exercising control over US airport expenditures in the near future to maintain their 
continued profitability. The airlines will also likely pressure US airports to increase revenues 
from concessions, parking and other non-aviation sources to further reduce the airline 
portion of an airport’s costs (Graham 2004). Thus, the failure of taxicab and other ground 
transportation operators to underwrite US airport infrastructure improvements to facilitate 
the use of ground transportation modes by air passengers may significantly limit the planning 
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and development of new or improved facilities designed to increase the air passenger ground 
transportation modal split. 
4.1.4 AIRPORT GROUND TRANSPORTATION FEE ESTABLISHMENT 
PROCESSES 
As noted in Section 4.1.3, neither the airlines nor airport ground transportation operators, 
including taxicab operators and drivers, are willing or able to guarantee the repayment of 
airport financing instruments, including bonds and other commercial paper instruments, to 
plan and construct airport infrastructure projects dedicated to ground transportation services. 
US airports are often left to assess vehicle trip and other fees from taxicab and other ground 
transportation operators and drivers to offset a portion of the capital and operating costs 
incurred in providing ground transportation services for the traveling public (Nichol 2007; 
Gosling 1997; Rutner and Mundy 1996; Mundy 1992). Although US airport ground 
transportation operator and driver fees vary considerably from airport to airport (Airport 
Ground Transportation Association 2010), these fees are required by the FAA to be fair and 
reasonable while permitting the airport to be financially self-sustaining (Graham 2004). The 
establishment by US airports of these fees to taxicab and other airport ground transportation 
operators and drivers is further complicated by the need to minimize economic disincentives 
and allow these operators and drivers an adequate profit on trips to and from airports (Bruno 
2008; Blasi and Leavitt 2006). However, airport fees, as well as operator and driver profits, 
are limited by the reality that the airport ground transportation fares charged to air 
passengers must be reasonable and affordable if they are to serve as a viable transportation 
alternative to the private automobile (Coogan et al. 2008; Leigh Fisher Associates et al. 
2002; Gosling 1997). No established formulas exist for US airports to set the fees and 
charges for airport ground transportation operators, including taxicab operators. Thus, it is 
possible that airport ground transportation trip fees and related user charges may discourage 
the availability of reasonably-priced ground transportation services for air passengers, as a 
viable alternative transportation choice for their airport-based trips. 
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4.1.5 AIRPORT PARKING FACILITIES AND REVENUES 
In addition to network processes that directly impact US airport taxicab services, there are 
other processes that these airports undertake that indirectly impact the planning of airport 
taxicab services. For instance, airports frequently espouse goals of increasing the airport 
ground transportation modal split by air passengers. However, the private automobile 
continues to be the primary airport surface-based transportation mode used by US airport 
patrons. Currently, approximately 70 to 80% of all air passengers use either their personal 
automobiles or rental cars for their airport-based trips (LeighFisher et al. 2010). The 
revenues from on-airport public parking facilities (i.e., short-term and long-term parking 
facilities) have become a major source of revenue for US airports (Graham 2004). Often, 
parking revenue is the highest non-aeronautical source available from which US airports are 
able to fund both airport operations and capital investments (Ricondo & Associates Inc. et al. 
2010). 
While all forms of on-airport public parking provides significant airport revenues, the 
practice of offering airport public parking alternatives to accommodate the private 
automobile as the primary airport ground transport mode is in conflict with US airport 
policies encouraging air passengers to use available ground transportation modes versus the 
private automobile for their airport trips (Ricondo & Associates Inc. et al. 2010). 
Nevertheless, simply reducing or eliminating US airport public parking is likely only to 
increase traffic congestion at the terminals, because of the large volumes of private vehicles 
picking up or dropping-off air passengers, instead of air passengers choosing to utilize 
airport ground transportation modes. The reason for this preference is that most airport-based 
trips either commence or end in low density developments which are poorly served by these 
airport ground transportation modes (Ricondo & Associates Inc. et al. 2010; Mandle et al. 
2001). 
The conflict resulting from US airports needing to maximize parking revenues and other 
non-aeronautical revenue sources to support airport infrastructure projects and operations, 
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while increasing the air passenger ground transportation modal split, makes any decision-
making processes involving the adoption of policies and programs that are calculated to 
increase the air passenger ground transportation modal split at the expense of the private 
automobile significantly more complex. The ability of US airports to permit these two goals 
to co-exist together in some coherent form has yet to be documented. 
4.1.6 RISE OF THE INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR TAXICAB DRIVER 
Section 2.1 in Chapter 2 identified taxicabs as having been a primary US airport ground 
transportation mode since the early days of commercial aviation, due to these airports being 
located well away from urban population centers (Cooper et al. 2010). These early taxicab 
drivers operated vehicles owned and maintained by the taxicab operators. Although many of 
these early taxicab drivers were required to obtain individual operating licenses from the 
appropriate local transport regulatory agency, they were employees of the taxicab operators 
and received employee-related benefits (Cooper et al. 2010; Blasi and Leavitt 2006; Kitch et 
al. 1971). 
During the transportation deregulation era of the late 1970s and early 1980s, numerous US 
cities relaxed, if not eliminated, market entry barriers. The relaxation or elimination of these 
barriers resulted in the growth of numerous small independent taxicab operators competing 
against the larger more established firms in the transportation marketplace (Cooper et al. 
2010; Schaller 2007; Teal and Berglund 1987; Zerbe 1983). To compete in this deregulated 
marketplace, virtually all of the established taxicab operators changed their operating model, 
so that the operators simply became a broker of taxicab vehicles or individual franchisees 
and pre-arranged or reservation customers to drivers. The taxicab drivers that were formerly 
classified as employees are now independent contractors who pay the taxicab operator for 
the privilege of operating under the operator’s brand or logo, using either their own vehicle 
or one that is rented or otherwise leased from the operator (Cooper et al. 2010; Blasi and 
Leavitt 2006). This change from employee to independent contractor taxicab drivers has 
resulted in each independent contractor driver rather than the taxicab operator(s) being the 
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one solely responsible for adhering to customer service aspects of both airport and municipal 
taxicab regulatory functions (Cooper et al. 2010). In addition, the influx of a significant 
number of new actors into governmental decision-making processes has likely made it 
difficult for governmental entities to steer or otherwise control their governance mechanisms 
towards the creation and maintenance of socially desirable outcomes (Rhodes 1996). Thus, 
the inclusion of the legions of independent contractor drivers, with each driver now serving 
as an individual participant in any discussions involving US airport taxicab planning 
initiatives, will likely add additional complexities to the development of new planning 
initiatives to foster supply-side or other taxicab service improvements calculated to increase 
the air passenger ground transportation modal split.  
In the era after deregulation, the taxicab operators continued to generate significant income 
streams from the fees and other charges collected from the now independent contractor 
drivers. However, the taxicab drivers discovered that the elimination of employee benefits 
and their simultaneous absorption of much of the taxicab operating costs including fuel and 
liability insurance had resulted in their having to work longer hours and harder to achieve 
what they once earned as employee drivers (Cooper et al. 2010; Leavitt and Blasi 2009; 
Bruno 2008; Blasi and Leavitt 2006). This decline in taxicab driver incomes as a result of 
deregulation was consistent with the decline in non-management employee salaries resulting 
from the deregulation of the US airline industry (Kole and Lehn 1999), as well as with the 
deregulation of transportation services in England (Cervero 1996). 
The negative aspects of the initial deregulation of the US taxicab industry, including the 
entry of new but small operators, the reduction of driver salaries, and increases in taxicab 
complaints, have resulted in a number of US cities choosing to re-regulate taxicabs (Schaller 
2007; Zerbe 1983). However, the devolution of the taxicab service providers from a limited 
number of taxicab operators with employee drivers in each community, to numerous 
independent contractor drivers renting or otherwise leasing taxicabs from the taxicab 
operators, makes it difficult for US airports to engage directly with all or even a significant 
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number of taxicab service providers in the planning of new ground transportation initiatives 
that are intended to increase the air passenger ground transportation modal split. 
4.1.7 FAILURE OF DEREGULATION TO LOWER TAXICAB RATES 
Proponents supporting US transportation deregulation efforts in the 1970s and 1980s 
identified that lower passenger fares were a benefit of deregulation (Kole and Lehn 1999; 
Teal and Berglund 1987). In the airline industry, deregulation spawned the creation and 
growth of low cost air carriers in the US and internationally that compete successfully 
against existing legacy air carriers (de Neufville 2006). While deregulation’s promise of 
lower fares in the airline industry was successfully met (Kole and Lehn 1999), taxicab 
passenger fares after deregulation have actually increased (Cervero 1996; Teal and Berglund 
1987). 
The rise in the use of low cost air carriers by US air travelers has resulted in these customers 
increasingly becoming more price sensitive to total trip costs, including airfare and related 
ground transportation costs (Castillo-Manzano 2010; de Neufville 2006). The continued 
growth of the low cost air carriers and a corresponding increase in the number of price-
conscious air travelers flying into and out of US airports will place increasing pressures for 
lower airport ground transportation passenger fares and additional ground transportation 
options. For example, the lowest one-way airfare quoted from Southwest Airlines, a US-
based low cost carrier, on September 24, 2012 for one adult passenger on a flight on October 
24, 2012 between San Francisco, California (SFO) and Los Angeles, California (LAX) was 
$78.00, including all applicable fees and taxes (Southwest Airlines Company 2012). If the 
final destination for the passenger was the Westin Bonaventure Hotel in downtown Los 
Angeles, the taxicab fare on an authorized City of Los Angeles taxicab from LAX to the 
hotel was estimated at $61.49 or 78.83% of the total one-way airfare, excluding any driver 
gratuities (Unleashed LLC 2012), as compared to $16.00 or 20.51% of the one-way airfare, 
excluding any driver gratuities, on a shared-ride van for the same trip between LAX and the 
hotel (SuperShuttle 2012).  
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Thus, the combination of high airport taxicab fares as a proportion of total trip costs, and the 
practices used to establish taxicab fares, may well serve as a significant issue that US 
airports will encounter in their transportation planning efforts to increase air passenger usage 
of taxicabs as an alternative to the private automobile for their airport-based trips. 
4.2 REGIONALLY-BASED NETWORKS IMPACTING US AIRPORT 
TAXICAB PLANNING 
Regionally-based networks also exist that have a direct impact on the taxicab planning 
activities of US airports. The following sections will identify those regionally-based 
networks and summarize the engagements or interactions that occur within these networks 
that impact US airport taxicab activities.  From revealing both these regionally-based 
networks and the engagements that occur therein, planning impediments that prevent US 
airports from achieving increases in air passenger usage of taxicab services can be identified. 
4.2.1 MUNICIPAL TAXICAB AND OTHER GROUND TRANSPORTATION 
OPERATOR LICENSING 
Taxicabs and other airport ground transportation services have been identified as a factor 
supporting the growth of the commercial airline industry (Cooper et al. 2010). As the 
development of US commercial air transport took off, the airports took over from the airlines 
the functions involving the planning and provision of publically accessible ground 
transportation services. These airports utilized contracts or concession agreements with 
selected taxicab operators licensed by outside municipalities or state transport regulatory 
agencies to control how these ground transportation services were provided to airport patrons 
(Cooper et al. 2010; La Croix et al. 1991).  
Although US transportation was largely deregulated in the 1970s and 1980s, US airports 
continue to exercise some form of contractual and/or regulatory controls over the operation 
of privately operated taxicabs and other ground transportation services operating within the 
airport’s boundaries (Cooper et al. 2010; Bricker and Cleary 2008; Rutner and Mundy 1996; 
Mundy 1992). Although airports continue to be major traffic generators for taxicab and other 
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ground transportation services, local municipalities and some states maintain the licensing 
and regulatory authority over taxicab and other airport ground transportation modes, 
depending upon where the airport is located (Cooper et al. 2010; Bricker and Cleary 2008). 
The forms of local municipality control over the licensing and regulation of traditional 
airport ground transportation modes (e.g., taxicabs) were very strict prior to deregulation. 
The strict market entry requirements imposed by these municipalities tended to financially 
benefit the existing ground transportation operators (Gallick and Sisk 1987; Kitch et al. 
1971). With the commencement of US transportation deregulation efforts in the 1970s, 
municipal and state ground transportation licensing and regulatory schemes began to vary 
considerably.  Depending upon the municipality or state, the licensing and regulation of 
taxicabs and other airport ground transportation modes varied from continued strict market 
entry and regulatory controls to a complete deregulation of all ground transportation 
services.  The result was that the quality and supply of taxicabs and other airport ground 
transportation services available to the public varied considerably (Cooper et al. 2010; 
Leavitt and Blasi 2009; Schaller 2007; Blasi and Leavitt 2006; Gallick and Sisk 1987; Teal 
and Berglund 1987; Frankena and Pautler 1986; Zerbe 1983; Kitch et al. 1971). Regardless 
of the licensing and regulatory system used by local municipalities and other outside 
transport regulatory agencies to plan or otherwise oversee taxicabs and other ground 
transportation modes, the political influence of both operators and, to a lesser degree, the 
drivers has been omnipresent in any decision-making processes (Cooper et al. 2010; Leavitt 
and Blasi 2009; Blasi and Leavitt 2006; Kitch et al. 1971). 
With the deregulation of the US transportation industry, a significant increase has occurred 
in the volume of both taxicabs and other ground transportation vehicles plying the terminals 
for fare-paying passengers (Cooper et al. 2010; La Croix et al. 1991; Zerbe 1983). US 
airports responded to the unplanned growth in the number of both ground transportation 
operators and vehicles by developing new or enlarged ground transportation loading zones 
and related vehicle holding facilities.  Airport operating procedures and regulations were also 
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revised to accommodate the increased number of taxicabs and other ground transportation 
vehicles from one or more municipalities that flocked to the airports for fare-paying 
customers, while maintaining airport operations, customer service and public safety (Cooper 
et al. 2010; de Neufville and Odoni 2003; Shriner and Hoel 1999; Rutner and Mundy 1996; 
Mundy 1992; La Croix et al. 1991). Approximately 50% of airports in North America 
surveyed in 2010 by the Airport Ground Transportation Association (AGTA) continue to 
place caps on the number of taxicab operators and/or vehicles, through the use of concession 
agreements or other form of regulatory controls (Airport Ground Transportation Association 
2010). Although there has been some literature identifying various efforts at the airport and 
regional management levels to regulate licensed airport ground transportation operators, very 
little information is apparently available on the interactions or engagements between US 
airports and nearby local municipalities in the planning, development, and implementation of 
taxicab and other ground transportation licensing and regulatory policies. The lack of 
adequate interactions or engagements between US airports and these local municipalities or 
regional areas in regard to taxicab licensing and regulation may likely become a barrier to 
US airport planning efforts to increase air passenger usage of US taxicab and other airport 
ground transportation modes. 
4.2.2 MUNICIPAL CONTROL OF OFF-AIRPORT ROADWAY 
INFRASTRUCTURE  
Unlike airports in Europe and parts of Asia, rail-based ground transportation services are 
only available at a few US airports (National Association of Railroad Passengers 2010; 
Coogan et al. 2008). The result is that the roadway systems serving US airports become an 
important landside transport infrastructure element in accommodating the volumes of 
passengers and vehicular traffic, including taxicabs and other ground transportation services, 
generated by an airport (LeighFisher et al. 2010). 
US airports build, operate, and maintain an internal roadway system as part of the surface-
based transport infrastructure facilitating both landside and airside operations (Wong and 
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Ward 2006). These particular roadways located within the airport’s boundaries are primarily 
financed through either airport revenues or grant funds (Dempsey 2008). Although airport 
operations impact roadway systems outside an airport’s boundaries, restrictions imposed by 
both the FAA and the airport’s signatory airlines restrict these airports from financing off-
airport transport infrastructure projects (Ricando and Associates Inc. et al. 2010; Dempsey 
2008). Due to these restrictions, the costs for the planning, construction, operation, and 
maintenance of the roadways that feed traffic into and out of US airports but are located 
outside the airport’s boundaries routinely fall on adjacent municipalities or the county if the 
airport is located in an unincorporated area. 
While US airports are dependent on adjacent municipalities or other governmental entities to 
supply the necessary off-airport roadway infrastructure to support an airport’s operations, 
there is a lack of information describing network interactions or engagements between US 
airports and these outside government agencies in the planning, development, and 
maintenance of adequate transport infrastructure such as roadways to expedite taxicab and 
other vehicle access to and from these airports. While this particular relationship will not be 
examined as a part of this research, a future study of the engagements between airports and 
adjacent municipalities and other outside entities (e.g., counties, regional government) in the 
development of roadway infrastructure may bring additional knowledge of how these 
inter-governmental relationships may currently impede US airports from increasing the air 
passenger ground transportation modal split. 
4.3 NATIONAL-BASED NETWORKS IMPACTING US AIRPORT 
TAXICAB PLANNING 
Local and regional networks impacting US airport taxicab services were previously 
examined in this chapter to identify interactions and engagements that influence the 
planning, provision and utilization of taxicabs and other airport ground transportation modes 
by air passengers. US airports are also influenced by other agents located well outside the 
airport’s local or regional sphere. Thus, any examination of interactions or engagements 
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impacting on planning efforts that pertains to airport taxicab and other ground transportation 
services must include an identification of those actors and their particular influences located 
well outside the region that may possibly have state or nation-wide power. The following 
sections will discuss at some length those state and national actors, as depicted in Figure 4-2,  
that have an influence over the planning, operations and the effectiveness of US airport 
taxicab and ground transportation services through financial arrangements and/or policy 
actions. 
4.3.1 FAA CONTROLS ON US AIRPORT GROUND TRANSPORTATION 
SERVICES 
Over 90% of all US airports offering commercial airline services are owned and operated by 
local governmental entities (Nichol 2007). While these local government entities retain 
ownership and operational responsibilities, the US government, through the FAA, has used 
both their administrative rulemaking powers and financial assistance programs to control 
how individual airports may amass airport revenues, assess costs among airport tenants, and 
expend airport revenues to ensure that US airports are financially self-supporting (Dempsey 
2008; Nichol 2007; Graham 2004). In the period since the deregulation of the US airline 
industry in 1978, US airports have individually applied for and received significant amounts 
of financial assistance from FAA through the Airport Improvement Program (AIP) and 
Passenger Facility Charges (PFC) to either directly finance airport expansion projects, or 
leverage these funds towards the sale of airport bonds to finance airport expansion projects 
that would meet projected increases in air passenger volumes (Nichol 2007; Graham 2004). 
The acceptance of any FAA financial assistance meant that these airports were now either 
heavily restricted or strictly prohibited from expending airport revenues to support non-
airport functions or off-airport facilities, per the 1982 Airport and Airways Improvement 
Act, the 1987 Airport and Airways Safety and Capacity Act, the 1994 and 1996 FAA 
Authorization and Reauthorization Acts, and the 1999 USDOT/FAA Final Policy on Airport 
Revenue Diversion (Dempsey 2008; Graham 2004). Given US airports’ desire to seek FAA 
grant funds to facilitate airport development and support planned increases in operations, 
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these airports are now limited in their ability to provide financial or other in-kind support 
(e.g., free use of airport property) to support publicly-owned transit operators and privately-
owned taxicab and other ground transportation operators that provide service at the airports. 
Individual requests by US airports to provide financial or other in-kind support to any airport 
ground transportation service providers are subject to FAA review and approval, even 
though the operations or facilities may support an airport’s operations (Coogan et al. 2008). 
No information has been uncovered in this research that describes the impact of the FAA’s 
prohibition on US airports expenditure of revenues towards non-aeronautical purposes such 
as the planning, development, and operation of airport infrastructure and programs to 
increase the air passenger ground transportation mode split. While the interactions or 
engagements between FAA and US airports will not be examined in this thesis, there is a 
need for further research as to the impact restrictive FAA policies have had on US airports 
desiring to increase the air passenger public transport modal split. 
4.3.2 AIRLINE CONTROLS ON US AIRPORT GROUND 
TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE 
In addition to FAA financial assistance, many US airports, including those with commercial 
airline services, issue tax-free bonds and other types of bonds, as well as other commercial 
paper instruments to finance capital improvements, including roadways, runways, and 
terminals that are necessary to accommodate projected air passenger growth (Nichol 2007; 
Graham 2004). These bonds and other financial instruments are, for the most part, backed or 
guaranteed by the airlines by signing use and lease agreements with a particular US airport 
(Faulhaber et al. 2010; Nichol 2007; Graham 2004). Depending upon the terms of the use 
and lease agreement, the signatory airlines that guaranteed the bonds and other commercial 
paper instruments have significant, if not total control over the planning, development, and 
timing of an airport’s capital improvements (Faulhaber et al. 2010; Graham 2004). While the 
financing for US airport capital improvements may also be available through the use of 
retained non-airline revenues, including concession agreements, parking revenues, and 
ground transportation fees, this alternative form of financing is available only if these 
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particular non-airline revenue sources generate sufficient streams to cover a proposed 
project’s cost plus the debt service (Nichol 2007). 
The dependent relationship that virtually all but the largest US airports have with the airlines 
in the planning, financing, and development of capital infrastructure has an impact on the 
infrastructure necessary to facilitate more effective taxicab and other airport ground 
transportation services. While this thesis will not examine these particular engagements, a 
further study is needed to describe the networks, or lack thereof, between US airports and the 
airlines for the approval of capital infrastructure projects, in order to identify how the airlines 
themselves may hamper US airports in the planning, development and implementation of 
plans and programs to increase the air passenger public transport modal split. 
4.3.3 FEDERAL AND STATE HIGHWAY AGENCY CONTROLS ON US 
AIRPORT GROUND TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE 
US airports with commercial airline services, unlike many in both Europe and Asia, rely 
almost completely upon the state or interstate highway system as the primary surface 
transport infrastructure for the volumes of passengers and associated vehicular traffic, 
including taxicab and other commercial ground transportation operators, generated by airport 
operations (LeighFisher et al. 2010). US airports are permitted to use airport revenues or 
financial grants from either the State or Federal governments to finance the planning, 
construction, operation, and maintenance of their internal roadway systems connecting the 
airport with an adjacent portion of the state or interstate highway system (Dempsey 2008; 
Wong and Ward 2006). As noted in Section 4.3.1, the use of airport capital funds generated 
from either FAA grants or airport-generated revenues to defray a State for the construction 
and maintenance of these highway improvements is limited, depending upon the benefits 
bestowed to the airport as a result of such highway improvements (Ricando and Associates 
Inc. et al. 2010; Dempsey 2008). Unless other funds are available from the Federal 
government and other governmental entities for such highway improvements, the State is 
saddled with the costs associated with the planning, construction, and maintenance of the 
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highway systems supporting airport operations that are located outside an airport’s 
boundaries. The ability of taxicab and other ground transportation services to transport 
customers to an airport is impacted by the dependency that airports have on the State for the 
planning and provision of sufficient highway infrastructure outside the airport’s boundaries 
to support airport operations. As with the lack of literature on networks between airports and 
US airport ground transportation service providers, there also appears to be a lack of 
literature describing the networks, or lack thereof, between airports and their respective 
states, and even the Federal government, in the provision of adequate highway infrastructure 
to expedite airport taxicab and other airport ground transportation vehicles access into and 
out of the airports. The study of the interactions or engagements between US airports and 
State highway agencies in the provision of adequate surface transportation infrastructure is a 
worthy research project in itself, but this subject will not be discussed in this thesis. 
4.3.4 FEDERAL AND STATE TRANSPORT REGULATORY AGENCY 
CONTROLS ON US AIRPORT GROUND TRANSPORTATION 
SERVICES 
Federal and/or State governments delegate US airports with the powers necessary to enter 
into binding contractual agreements and to regulate airport activities (Reimer and Putnam 
2009). Armed with these powers, US airports have exercised control over their roadways, 
loading zones, and other related facilities (e.g., taxicab and other ground transportation 
staging lots and loading zones). All airport ground transportation modes, including privately 
owned ground transportation operators such as charter and scheduled buses, limousines, 
shared-ride vans and taxicabs are subject within the airport’s boundaries to procedures and 
regulations set forth by an airport, so as to provide good customer service, ensure an efficient 
operation, and provide a level playing field for all ground transportation modes and operators 
(Cooper et al. 2010; Bricker and Cleary 2008; Rutner and Mundy 1996; Mundy 1992). 
While US airports may choose to exercise their authority over airport ground transportation 
operators while operating on airport property, or in the performance of a contractual or 
concession agreement with one or more operators, State and Federal governments also have 
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licensing and regulatory authority over various airport ground transportation modes (Cooper 
et al. 2010; Bricker and Cleary 2008). As with the municipal licensing and regulation of 
local taxicab and other ground transportation operators, licensing and regulation at the 
Federal level of all transportation carriers, including the airlines and airport ground 
transportation operators, was once quite extensive, and included the power to allow an 
operator to enter a particular transportation marketplace (Dempsey 1984; Hardaway 1985-
1986; Cervero 1985). As a result of the extensive regulation of the US transportation 
industry, new ground transportation operators and services were suppressed, which generally 
benefitted the existing operators. 
The efforts to deregulate US transportation services, beginning in the 1970s, resulted in 
reductions in the oversight by various Federal agencies as to the licensing and regulating of 
surface-based transportation operators, including airport ground transportation operators who 
operated 25 or more miles beyond the boundaries of a US airport, or outside the municipal 
limits in which the airport is located. Specifically, the oversight of the US transportation 
industry was scaled back from total market entry powers prior to deregulation, to safety-
related matters such as driver alcohol or drug testing, driver registration, operating rules, 
vehicle safety standards and vehicle inspections after deregulation (Bricker and Cleary 
2008). At the state level, the licensing and regulating of all motor vehicle operations, 
including those performed by airport ground transportation operators within their 
jurisdiction, continue to exist; however, the particular licensing and regulatory systems that 
are employed may vary greatly depending upon the state (Bricker and Cleary 2008). At a 
number of US airports, deregulation has resulted in the unforeseeable development of new 
airport public transport modes (e.g., shared-ride vans) that provide transportation services 
which are similar to those provided by taxicabs but offer less expensive passenger fares 
(Cervero 1985). In addition, the reduction or elimination of entry requirements has resulted 
in a significant increase in the number of new airport ground transportation operators, 
including taxicab operators, who are both undercapitalized and lack the necessary experience 
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or expertise to provide a sustainable airport ground transportation service to the traveling 
public (Coogan et al. 2008). With the increase in taxicabs apparently willing to stage at 
airports for long time periods to pick-up a fare-paying customer, many US airports have had 
to develop new or expanded airport ground transportation vehicle holding facilities to 
accommodate the increased number of ground transportation vehicles. 
 In addition, revisions to procedures for airport ground transportation vehicle operation were 
necessary to accommodate the increased number of vehicles trolling at airports for fare-
paying customers (de Neufville and Odoni 2003; Shriner and Hoel 1999; Rutner and Mundy 
1996; Mundy 1992). As there is no single regulatory agency responsible for the licensing and 
enforcement of airport ground transportation operations (Bricker and Cleary 2008), there 
appears to be a need for coordination between the airport and external transport regulatory 
agencies at all levels of government to establishing a regulatory environment which will 
enable operators and their independent contractor drivers to operate their services in a safe 
and professional manner at US airports.  
There appears to be only limited information appears as to the networks, if any, between US 
airports and various State or Federal transportation regulatory agencies in the planning, 
development, and implementation of ground transportation licensing and regulatory policies 
intended to foster high quality services that may result in increased air passenger usage of 
taxicabs and other airport ground transportation modes. The possible lack of effective 
communications or other interactive engagements between US airports and the State and 
Federal transportation regulatory agencies needs to be reviewed in future research, as this 
may adversely impact the planning and development of effective US airport ground 
transportation programs designed to ultimately increase the air passenger ground 
transportation modal share through supply-side taxicab service improvements. 
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Figure 4-2: National-Based US Airport Interactions Involving Ground Transportation Planning and 
Operations 
 
4.4 IMPACT OF TRANSCENDING NETWORKS ON US AIRPORT 
TAXICAB PLANNING  
Sections 4.2 and 4.3 identified various local, regional and state/national interactions or 
engagements involving US airports and various actors in the planning and operation of 
airport taxicab services. However, there are other relationships that transcend these local, 
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regional, and state/national networks in the planning and operation of airport taxicab 
services. The following section, as depicted in Figure 4-3, will examine relationships and 
identify the interactions that are drawn into the planning and implementation of airport 
taxicab and other ground transportation services. From the identification of the pertinent 
interactions, barriers may be uncovered and opportunities presented that may allow US 
airports to increase the air passenger ground transportation modal split. 
4.4.1 MUNICIPAL TAXICAB LICENSING REQUIREMENTS 
A number of US municipalities have historically required all taxicab drivers, including those 
serving airports, to undergo some form of examination or testing prior to obtaining a taxicab 
operating license (Cooper et al. 2010; Blasi and Leavitt 2006; Kitch et al. 1971). While the 
licensing process was designed to ensure that local taxicab drivers are “qualified” to operate 
a taxicab (Cooper et al. 2010), licensing regulations in at least one major US city have 
required drivers to know items such as the legislated dress code and the maintenance of 
detailed daily trip records (Blasi and Leavitt 2006). The economic and political structure of 
local municipal transport regulatory bodies is such that it allows existing taxicab operators 
and other interested parties to influence the licensing processes in such a way that they 
discourage or unduly restrict individuals from obtaining and/or keeping a taxicab operating 
license (Blasi and Leavitt 2006; Teal and Berglund 1987; Kitch et al. 1971). 
In contrast, drivers for other airport ground transportation modes licensed through various 
other governmental entities are only required to possess a valid and active driver’s license 
for the type of vehicle being operated, as well as agree to be subject to alcohol and/or drug 
testing as required (Bricker and Cleary 2008). Thus, it is possible that municipal regulatory 
requirements for taxicab drivers may be significantly more difficult than for drivers 
associated with other airport ground transportation operators that are licensed through other 
governmental entities.  Additional research may address whether the differences in these 
taxicab driver licensing requirements may serve as a barrier for new entrants wishing to enter 
the airport taxicab marketplace, as well as ascertain whether the more stringent taxicab 
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driver licensing requirements have a positive or negative impact on the goal of increasing 
taxicab usage by air passengers for their airport-based trips. 
4.4.2 DEREGULATION OF GROUND TRANSPORTATION LICENSING 
REQUIREMENTS 
In the 1930s, all levels of US government undertook to license all ground transportation 
modes to facilitate the creation of a stable marketplace during a period of severe economic 
upheaval (Cervero 1996; Teal and Berglund 1987). The strict licensing requirements created 
by these various transportation regulatory bodies, including the establishment of passenger 
fares and service schedules for local, intrastate and interstate transportation operators, and 
including US airport ground transportation operators, were commonplace nationwide. These 
licensing requirements also served to limit the number of transportation operators in the 
transportation marketplace. These regulations remained in effect until the 1980s when, as a 
result of deregulation, licensing regulations, including those pertaining to market entry, were 
loosened, if not totally eliminated, throughout much of the US transportation industry 
(Schaller 2007; Cairns and Liston-Heyes 1996; Cervero 1996, Teal and Berglund 1987). 
Prior to the implementation of these transportation deregulation efforts, many US hub 
airports nationwide had some form of exclusive contract or concession agreements that 
restricted the ground transportation marketplace to a limited number of firms legally 
permitted to pickup airport customers (LaCroix et al. 1991; LaCroix et al. 1986). In the mid 
1970s, a number of anti-trust lawsuits and political efforts in many parts of the US resulted 
in the elimination of many of these exclusive airport ground transportation agreements. The 
result was the opening of the US airport ground transportation marketplace to various forms 
of competition (LaCroix et al. 1991). 
Chapter 4:  Existing Taxicab Networks at US Airports  
Kum L. (Dan) Wong – 31Jul13 Page 97 
 
Figure 4-3: Transcending US Airport Interactions Involving Ground Transportation Planning and 
Operations 
 
The deregulation of other US transport industries resulted in an oversupply of transportation 
services in high volume markets, and a lack of services in low volume markets (Kole and 
Lehn 1999; Dempsey 1984). Similar occurrences were experienced in the financially-
lucrative airport ground transportation marketplace, when a significant number of new 
taxicab operators and vehicles began to enter this marketplace, and there was a concurrent 
growth of the limousine and shared-ride van industries at many of these airports (Cooper et 
al. 2010; Schaller 2007; Cervero 1996; LaCroix et al. 1991; Teal and Berglund 1987; Zerbe 
1982). Existing taxicab operators, including those who previously held  airport ground 
transportation concession agreements, adapted to the new deregulated operating environment 
by: reorganizing operations to maintain local control of the industry; and replacing employee 
drivers with independent contractors, so they could maximize operator profits while 
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eliminating employee benefits and burden costs (e.g., medical insurance, workers 
compensation) previously given to employee taxicab drivers (Cooper et al. 2010; Leavitt and 
Blasi 2009; Bruno 2008; Blasi and Leavitt 2006). The impacts of deregulation on US taxicab 
and other ground transportation industry workers resulted in increased salaries for 
management staff and owners, and the reduction of driver income and elimination of driver 
benefits for those actually driving taxicabs, similar to deregulation effects on workers in 
other transport industries (Kole and Lehn 1999; Dempsey 1984).   
Deregulation of the US airport ground transportation marketplace has resulted in new 
choices for air passengers, through the availability of new ground transportation operators 
and air passenger transportation options. However, deregulation has also resulted in 
increases in illegal solicitation and other activities by drivers and operators at airports, in 
order to obtain a piece of the marketplace (Cervero 1996). These changes in a newly 
deregulated and highly competitive airport ground transportation marketplace have resulted 
in US airports having to utilize their regulatory powers to create new rules and procedures to 
ensure that all drivers and operators have a level playing field in attracting airport customers 
(Mundy 1992; Rutner and Mundy 1996). The creation of new rules and procedures, 
combined with the introduction of open-disclosure rules, such as the Freedom of Information 
Act in governmental rulemaking activities, resulted in these airports becoming a “neutral” 
umpire between the various airport ground transportation industries, operators, and drivers in 
the planning, managing, and regulating of this competitive transportation marketplace. In 
this light, US airports may face significant opposition from various segments of the airport 
ground transportation industry in the planning and implementation of plans or programs 
designed to target selected segments of air passengers towards a specific airport ground 
transportation mode. The challenges faced by US airports in maintaining a neutral regulatory 
stance in the existing airport ground transportation marketplace, while continuing to pursue 
the planning and implementation of programs to increase particular segments of the air 
passenger ground transportation modal split, will be tangentially discussed in this thesis. 
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4.4.3 FRAGMENTATION OF AIRPORT TRANSPORT REGULATORY 
MECHANISMS 
In addition to the licensing function, all levels of US government imposed regulatory 
mechanisms on transportation operators during the Great Depression of the 1920s and 1930s. 
These mechanisms were designed to maintain the stability of the market and benefit the 
public good, through their approval of all fares and services, as set forth in a published tariff 
(Cervero 1996; Teal and Berglund 1987). The strict regulation and enforcement of local, 
intrastate and interstate transportation operators, including US taxicabs and other airport 
ground transportation operators, resulted in further limiting the number of ground 
transportation operators competing in the transportation marketplace. Existing transportation 
operators benefitted from such regulatory mechanisms at the expense of those attempting to 
enter the transportation marketplace (Blasi and Leavitt 2006; Cervero 1996, Kitch et al. 
1971).   
The regulation of US transportation operators in many jurisdictions, including those serving 
US airports, was reduced during the transportation deregulation efforts of the late 1970s and 
the early 1980s. Regulatory and enforcement actions undertaken by government agencies 
against transportation operators such as taxicabs were now primarily concerned with driver 
and vehicle safety issues such as driver licensing, drug and alcohol testing, and minimum 
liability insurance requirements (Bricker and Cleary 2008; Cervero 1996; Dempsey 1984). 
The significant reduction in both the regulatory and enforcement activities by external 
transport regulatory agencies at all levels of government now required US airports to plan 
and implement their own minimum operating requirements and operational protocols 
pertaining to the taxicab operators and the independent contractor drivers. These operating 
protocols were planned to efficiently handle taxicabs and other ground transportation 
vehicles within the airport’s space-constrained ground transportation loading zones, while 
curbing price gouging, solicitation, and other abuses by the drivers, in what has become a 
highly competitive airport ground transportation marketplace (Cervero 1996; Rutner and 
Mundy 1996; Mundy 1992). The problems of excessive competition resulting from taxicab 
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deregulation became so severe in a number of major US urban areas, as well as their 
respective airports, that taxicabs in a number of municipalities were later re-regulated to 
some degree (Schaller 2007; Cervero 1996; Gallick and Sisk 1987, Teal and Berglund 1987; 
Zerbe 1983). 
Since the deregulation of the US transportation industry, taxicab and other airport ground 
transportation operators and drivers continue to be subject to myriad regulations and 
enforcement actions from all levels of government, including the airports. However, some 
new form of centralized agency or organization has yet to evolve at the local, state or 
national level to be responsible for the planning, management, and coordination of the 
regulatory and enforcement functions directed towards the airport ground transportation 
marketplace (Bricker and Cleary 2008; Cervero 1996). 
The focus of this research will be the examination of the formal and informal network 
arrangements, or lack thereof, between US airports and external transport regulatory 
agencies in taxicab planning activities. From an examination of these arrangements from the 
airport’s perspective, the research will address whether existing arrangements between US 
airports and these external transport regulatory agencies need to be modified in the planning 
of airport programs designed to foster sustainable supply-side taxicab service improvements, 
from which increases in the air passenger ground transportation modal split are possible, 
while simultaneously increasing the airport patron’s overall travel experience.  
4.5 CHAPTER SUMMARY 
The planning and availability of taxicab services for US airport patrons may appear to be a 
simple process to the casual observer. However, the availability of this service for use by the 
traveling public is the result of numerous complex interactions and engagements between 
multiple parties at the local and regional levels, as well as those at the state and national levels. 
The nature and composition of the actors involved with the planning and management elements 
to ensure the availability of airport taxicab services has changed significantly as a result of the 
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deregulation of the US transportation industry in the 1970s and 1980s. US airports were forced to 
evolve from being simply public utilities, whose purpose was to meet the public’s desire for air 
transportation services, to sophisticated revenue generating public enterprises. Those who 
provided these airport taxicab services have devolved from the taxicab operators with employee 
drivers to legions of individual contractor drivers who either rent or lease a vehicle from the 
taxicab operator, or provide their own vehicle operating under the taxicab operator’s color 
scheme. The external off-airport transport regulatory agencies, once omnipotent at all levels of 
government have either been eliminated or had their powers sharply curtailed. 
Regardless of the changes in the nature and composition of the actors involved with the planning 
initiatives for the provision of taxicab services to airport patrons, the absence of a single 
overreaching taxicab licensing and regulatory authority makes the interactions and engagements 
between these various actors an important factor in how these taxicab services are provided to 
airport patrons. Thus, airports wishing to foster supply-side taxicab service improvements to 
achieve an increased air passenger ground transportation modal split must be aware of the 
existence of these relationships. Any examination of these on-going contemporary relationships 
requires the use of a number of research methods which, when combined, will present a 
comprehensive picture. From this, these airports can better understand these interactions in order 
to develop long-term sustainable plans to increase the air passenger ground transportation modal 
split through the fostering of supply-side taxicab service improvements. The next chapter will 
document how this research will utilize a combination of quantitative and qualitative methods to 
examine these interactions or engagements at US airports. 
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Chapter 5:  Methods 
Governance theory research involves the examination of decision-making processes by a group 
of individual actors within a charged socio-political environment (Kooiman 1993). The 
complexities of the contemporary issues facing society are such that complex research methods 
that emphasizes the importance of systems, and relationships within such systems be developed 
and used (Wheeler 2004). The exploration of this contemporary, but complex transportation 
research problem involves addressing multiple questions that cannot be adequately addressed by 
the use of either qualitative or quantitative research methods alone. Therefore, a mixed methods 
approach advanced by Creswell (2009) integrating qualitative and quantitative research methods 
was chosen for this research. 
This chapter will describe the mixed methods research approach used to gather the information 
necessary to address the research questions concerning US airport engagements involving taxicab 
planning activities with the various actors responsible for the provision of airport taxicab 
services. From the acquisition of this data, the research will identify both existing participatory 
processes, and recommendations to US airports on those existing participatory processes to better 
achieve mutually agreeable supply-side taxicab service improvements to increase the air 
passenger ground transportation modal split. 
Governance theory is the analytical lens from which the research data will be obtained and 
analyzed. However, the data acquired from individual US hub airports is a function of, and are 
effected by unique, yet complex economic, legal, political and social undercurrents in which each 
airport provides taxicab services to their patrons. US airports individually determine how trip and 
other related ground transportation fees are both calculated and assessed to both taxicab operators 
and independent contractor drivers (Airport Ground Transportation Association 2010). The 
means by which US airports regulate their taxicab operations vary significantly depending upon 
the airport dispatching system, the airport’s physical operating layout, and the volume of air 
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passengers and taxicabs processed (Cooper et al. 2010); the airport’s statutory authority and 
organizational structure are also likely to impact how airport taxicab operations are planned and 
operated (Reimer and Putnam 2009; Bricker and Cleary 2008; Rutner and Mundy 1996; Mundy 
1992). The localized ethnic and racial diversity of the independent contractors who drive the 
taxicabs (Bruno 2008) resulting from the low incomes earned from providing taxicab services 
(Blasi and Leavitt 2006) are likely to add unique cultural and religious issues into the complex 
space in which individual US airports undertake taxicab planning activities with the other actors. 
The result is that the local political environment in which both US airport planning decisions 
(Goetz and Szyliowicz 1997) and local taxicab regulations (Blasi and Leavitt 2006) are generated 
are likely to be different for each locality. In addition, the factors leading to decisions affecting 
taxicab services are also rarely static in terms of time and space.       
5.1 RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND APPLICATION OF RESEARCH 
METHODS 
The focus of this research into the planning of US airport taxicab services is to explore the 
interactions, engagements, and relationships between the airport staff responsible for ground 
transportation planning activities and the outside actors that airports are dependent upon to 
provide airport taxicab services to the traveling public. The current state of US airport 
relationships with the groups responsible for the provision of airport taxicab services is unknown. 
Thus, a research method was needed that would permit the acquisition of a high level of 
understanding of these on-going relationships. The use of probability sampling, a quantitative-
based research method, has previously been used to obtain information on an entire population 
(Babble 2001). Thus, a survey of the 137 busiest US airports in terms of airline passenger 
volumes, that were classified as hub airports by the FAA in 2009, was chosen as the research 
vehicle most appropriate to obtain a high level understanding of the relationships between US 
airports and the outside entities in conjunction with the planning and provision of airport taxicab 
services. 
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Although revealing the existing relationships between US airports and the various external actors 
provides valuable insights into the examination of the interactions, engagements, and 
relationships that make available airport taxicab services to airport patrons, the use of quantitative 
research methods fails to address why these interactions, engagements, and relationships exist in 
their current form. Qualitative research methods have been used in transportation-based research 
to better understand the beliefs and behaviors behind the processes from which transportation-
related decisions are made (Clifton and Handy 2003). From the various qualitative research 
methods available, case studies have previously been used to create or modify theories 
(Eisenhardt 1989), as well as identify possible industry best practices (Cassell, Nadin and Gray 
2001). Thus, the development of case studies involving selected US hub airports was used to 
examine the relationships between the airports and the external parties responsible for the both 
the planning and provision of airport taxicab services. 
The complex interplays between US airports and the actors involved in the planning of airport 
taxicab services necessitate the use of multiple research methods in order to adequately explore 
the subject area and provide substantiated recommendations. Thus, mixed methods research, 
combining quantitative and qualitative methods, is necessary to offer a more thorough insight 
into the governance activities involved with US airport taxicab planning activities, and to make  
subsequent recommendations for these airports to foster supply-side taxicab service 
improvements to increase the air passenger ground transportation modal share. The use of mixed 
methods research has been applied when the issues studied are sufficiently complex that neither 
quantitative nor qualitative research techniques alone can address all of the issues adequately 
(Creswell 2009). The veracity of the data obtained through a specific qualitative research method 
can be tested through their triangulation with data collected from other qualitative or quantitative 
research methods (Guion, Diehl and McDonald 2011). The  interactions, engagements, and 
relationships among the parties responsible for the planning and provision of US airport taxicab 
services will necessitate an examination of underlying socio-economic issues involved with US 
taxicab services. The data that is acquired from the combination of quantitative and qualitative 
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research methods will reveal the governance patterns involving airport taxicab planning activities 
that exist at several US airports, each with a different ownership model, with programs resulting 
in the development of transportation planning programs calculated to increase airport taxicab 
usage by air passengers. The collected data will then be used to identify those issues in 
contemporary US airport taxicab planning that may bar the adoption and acceptance of supply-
side taxicab service improvements to increase the air passenger ground transportation modal 
split. 
Given the complex space in which US airports interact with the taxicab operators, the 
independent contractor drivers, and the outside transport regulatory agencies for airport taxicab 
planning activities, the following research questions were developed in order to collect and later 
analyze the data needed to unpack the interactions, engagements, and relationships between and 
among the groups involved in providing airport taxicab services to the traveling public. 
1. What governance structures are in place guiding US airport taxicab planning? 
Survey questionnaires have been used to identify industry-wide management 
characteristics and trends within a specific technical or professional area (Shenhar 1998). 
For this research, a 146-question quantitative survey form was e-mailed to all US 
airports classified as hub airports by the FAA in 2009 in order to obtain the data required 
to identify industry-wide airport governance characteristics (see Appendix B). The 
questionnaire queried US airport staff on selected aspects of the interactions, 
engagements, and relationships that occur in conjunction with airport taxicab planning 
activities (see Appendix A for the list of the airports sent survey forms). Several US 
airport organizations and key industry leaders were contacted in advance of the 
questionnaire’s release to publicize this research and to encourage US airports to 
participate in this research. 
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2. What governance structures and processes have been effective in improving US airport 
taxicab services? 
Qualitative research methods have been used to identify industry or organizational best 
practices (Cassell et al. 2001). Case studies have been used as a qualitative research 
method to obtain in-depth insights into contemporary issues or problems (Yin 1994). In 
this research, a series of semi-structured interview questions were directed to 
representatives from selected US hub airports; these airports reported that they either had 
or were in the process of adopting policies that directly or indirectly increase air 
passenger utilization of taxicabs and other airport ground transportation modes. The 
answers received from the on-site interviews were analyzed and examined to identify 
particular interactions, engagements, and relationships aimed at improving their taxicab 
services within the context of the circumstances of the selected airports. 
3. What barriers impede the development of effective and efficient airport taxicab services 
at US airports? 
Qualitative research methods using guided interviews and focus groups have been 
previously used in the identification and explanation of particular barriers within a 
situation that prevent the fostering of systemic improvements (Meurer, Frederiksen, 
Majersik, Zhang, Sandretto and Scott 2007). Several of the questions in the on-site 
interviews with representatives of the US airports chosen for case studies are designed to 
elicit the identification of barriers and constraints relative to the effective and efficient 
development of airport taxicab services. The use of qualitative-based interviews allowed 
the research to include contextual information from the airport staff that had an advisory 
and/or oversight role in airport taxicab planning activities; this information would have 
been left out of the research if traditional quantitative or other qualitative research 
methods were used. The triangulation of the interview data with the respective airport’s 
survey data, and the applicable documents that were subsequently provided by airport 
staff, enhanced the veracity of the data collected obtained from the on-site interviews. 
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4. What opportunities exist to improve taxicab services at US airports? 
Qualitative research methods have previously been used to study the interactions and 
social processes within a particular setting, to understand a particular culture (Thornberg 
2011). Through an understanding of the participants and the culture in which they exist, 
this knowledge has permitted the identification of opportunities from which better 
societal results can occur, as well as the achievement of societal and/or economic aims 
(Severson, Wood, Chastain, Lee, Rees, Agerter, Holtz, Broers, Savoleinen, Spurrier and 
Larusso 2011). The qualitative data acquired from the semi-structured interviews were 
analyzed to ascertain the culture in which US airports deliberate with other actors 
regarding airport taxicab planning initiatives. In addition, the interviews identified 
insights as to the overall socio-economic environment in which taxicab services are 
operated at US airports. By exposing the environment in which these airports interact 
with the various actors regarding airport taxicab planning initiatives, as well as how 
public taxicab services are provided at US airports, the research will identify 
opportunities for sustainable supply-side improvements in conjunction with US airport 
taxicab services. 
5.2 PILOT STUDY 
Pilot studies have previously been used to identify potential problems with surveys or other 
research instruments (van Teijlingen and Hundley 2001). From the use of pilot studies, 
researchers can test the validity of the research questions and determine whether usable data 
can be acquired for future analysis (Buckingham and Saunders 2004; Richardson, Ampt and 
Meyburg 1995). As the examination of transportation planning research questions typically 
involves the use of rational and mathematically-based research methods, the use of 
governance theory in this research into a contemporary airport-based transportation planning 
issue necessitated the use of a pilot study to test its usefulness in the examination of 
transportation planning issues. The pilot study was intended to test both whether the research 
questions were appropriate in assessing the interactions, engagements, and relationships in 
Chapter 5:  Methods  
Kum L. (Dan) Wong – 31Jul13 Page 108 
airport taxicab planning activities between US airports and the outside parties responsible for 
providing airport taxicab services to the traveling public, and whether the test version of the 
proposed quantitative survey form would be capable of acquiring the necessary data for 
further analysis of these activities from US airport personnel who are responsible for the 
planning and management of airport taxicab services. Specific items that the pilot study was 
designed to either test or validate were: 
• E-mail is usable as the primary method to distribute surveys overseas; 
• Data codes could be generated from the returned surveys; 
• Data from the surveys could be entered into a Microsoft Excel template and 
later analyzed by a statistical software package (e.g., SPSS);    
• The questionnaire was readable by US airport managers; 
• The survey form was free from errors; 
• The survey length was appropriate for US airport managers to complete in a 
timely fashion; 
• The questions elicited accurate and unambiguous responses from US airport 
managers responsible for airport taxicab planning activities; and  
• The initial research assumptions about the networks involved in US airport 
taxicab planning activities were sufficiently viable to warrant a full-scale 
study by distributing the final version of the survey form to all US hub 
airports. 
The method for selecting subjects for a pilot study as a testing instrument is traditionally in 
the same selection of subjects for the actual survey (Buckingham and Saunders 2004). As the 
entire population of US airports classified by the FAA in 2009 as hub airports were to be 
surveyed, the transmittal of the pilot study documents to all of these hub airports would 
negate the purpose of the pilot study. Therefore, representatives from several large, medium 
and small US hub airports were asked to participate in the pilot study. The airport’s 
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ownership type, passenger characteristics, and regional location were all considered in 
inviting those airports to participate in the pilot study. E-mail addresses for potential pilot 
study volunteers were drawn from the Airport Cooperative Research Program (ACRP) Legal 
Research Digest 7 (Reimer and Putnam 2009), the 2010 and 2011 Airports Council 
International – North America directories, and the FAA’s 2009 Passenger Boarding 
(Enplanement) and All-Cargo Data for US Airports. Invitations were sent to a selected 
number of US hub airports throughout the nation seeking volunteers for their participation in 
the pilot study. These unsolicited e-mail invitations were unsuccessful in acquiring a 
sufficient numbers of volunteers. Therefore, US airport industry contacts were utilized to 
obtain a total of five pilot study volunteers from various airports located throughout the 
nation (see Table 5-1 for additional details). 
Table 5-1: Pilot Study Airports 
 Airport Ownership Type 2009 FAA Airport Classification FAA Region 
Airport A* City Department Large Hub Southern 
Airport B City Department Small Hub Central 
Airport C Airport Authority Medium Hub Northwest Mountain 
Airport D County Department Large Hub Western Pacific 
Airport E City Department Medium Hub Western Pacific 
*Pulled out due to unanticipated personal issues. 
Pilot study participants were e-mailed a prototype survey questionnaire form on July 25, 
2011. The participants were asked to complete the form using actual airport data, as well as 
identify any problems with the questionnaire, and evaluate the readability of the 
questionnaire form. The participants were originally given two weeks to return the survey, 
with each participant receiving weekly reminders. However, it was not until the third week 
that four out of the original five surveys were completed and returned. One of the pilot study 
volunteers had to drop out in the second week due to unanticipated personal issues. 
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The evaluations submitted by the pilot study participants noted that the length of the survey 
was just about right given the survey’s purposes (see Table 5-2 for details). 
Table 5-2: Response to Pilot Study Survey Length 
Category Responses (n=4) 
Too Short – Subjects Passed Over 0 
Just About Right 2 
Too Long – Questions Exceeded Scope 1 
Other – Too Many Repetitive Questions 1 
 
The pilot study participants rated the questionnaire as slightly above average (3.25) in terms 
of readability on a scale from 1 to 5. However, the participants rated the difficulty in 
responding to the questions as below average (2.5) on a scale of 1 to 5 (see Table 5-3 for 
details). 
Table 5-3: Response to Difficulty Level in Responding to Pilot Study Questions 
Score Responses (n = 4) 
1 (Easy) 0 
2 2 
3 (Average) 2 
4 0 
5 (Difficult) 0 
 
The comments made by pilot study participants primarily identified minor issues with the 
presentation of the survey questionnaire and minor ambiguities with the language used in 
several questions. These and other comments to the pilot study by participants are listed in 
Table 5-4. 
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Table 5-4: Comments to Pilot Study – Airport Respondents 
Some of the check boxes in the survey questions did not line up correctly or provided too many boxes for the 
possible responses. 
Some of the possible responses in the survey questions duplicated other possible responses. 
US airports may have multiple organizational missions that are not easily separated and codified. 
Confusion as to what constitutes planning and operations management impacted personnel-related questions. 
Ambiguity as to whether a respondent answers as themselves or as part of the airport management team. 
Transitions between different lines of questioning within a series of questions within a single section need to 
be more emphasized. 
Some respondents were unable to answer historically-based questions given discussions (if any) and the 
resulting decisions were made well before their tenure at the airport. 
Taxicabs may be an airport ground transportation mode but may not be considered a high occupancy public 
transportation vehicle that is covered under an airport’s policy increasing the public transportation modal 
split. 
The number of airport employees responsible for taxicab planning may vary depending upon the issues 
involved. 
 
An academic who is familiar with US airport ground transportation issues was also recruited 
to provide comments on the prototype questionnaire form. Unlike the airport pilot study 
participants, the academic reviewer was asked only to evaluate the individual questions, the 
feasibility of the survey as an instrument from which answers are elicited from US airport 
executives on airport taxicab planning activities, and whether the survey met the rigors of 
academic review. The reviewer thought the length of the questionnaire was too long, and that 
the pilot study questions needed to be edited to ensure that differences between a series of 
questions are highlighted with smoother transitions between questions. See Table 5-5. 
Table 5-5: Comments to Pilot Study – External Academic Reviewer 
The length of the questionnaire, and the number of questions asked, may result in few completed surveys being 
returned. 
Transitions between questions needed to be smooth, yet obvious to the person completing the survey. 
Differences between a series of questions needed to be carefully highlighted, especially if the questions being 
raised are asked in a similar manner regarding multiple groups or issues. 
Key phrases or terms within the survey question needed to be defined within the question to minimize any 
misunderstanding by the survey respondent. 
Identification of the target recipient to complete the survey needed to be made in both the instructions and the 
cover letter (e.g., manager overseeing taxicab and ground transportation operations). 
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The responses from the pilot study participants were consistent with prior research on 
governance at US airports by Bacot and Christine (2006) and other public enterprises (Walsh 
1978; Lindsay 1976) in that these publicly owned and operated airports responses behaved 
more like private enterprises than a government agency. The formal and informal top-down 
communications modes identified by the pilot study participants were also consistent with 
both other highly structured US transportation industries (Chisholm 1989) and governmental 
agency policy-making (van Woerkum 2002). The answers provided by the pilot study 
respondents also identified a focus on the notion of governmental efficiency versus citizen 
participation (Pestoff 2009), and the differences between the governors and the governed that 
may result in the lack of meaningful participation among the two groups (Wagenaar 2007; 
Maskovsky 2006).  
The pilot study represented only 3.65% of those US hub airports eligible to receive 
questionnaires. The comments received on the pilot study indicated some minor issues with 
language used in the cover letter, instructions, and questions. In addition, the comments from 
those reviewing the pilot study identified minor formatting issues and the need for better 
transitions between different series of questions. As the comments received to the pilot study 
from both the airport participants and the external academic were primarily relatively minor 
requiring either editing or formatting changes (see Table 5-6), the changes to the 
questionnaire were made and a full-scale transmittal of the final survey form to all 137 US 
hub airports was undertaken with questionnaires being sent using e-mail. 
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Table 5-6: Modifications to the Final Survey Questionnaire Form based upon Pilot Study Comments 
Questions were edited to reduce ambiguities as to which point of view the respondent is answering (e.g., 
themselves as an individual airport manager or as the airport management team); 
The instructions and cover letter specified that the survey is investigating governance arrangements 
facilitating taxicab planning activities at US airports; 
The duplicate responses in several survey questions, as well as several inadvertent duplicative questions 
were identified and corrected; 
All excess check boxes were removed and the remaining check boxes were realigned on the form for 
respondents to better visually connect the box with a specific response; 
Added additional introductory language in some of the questions to better cue the respondent when the 
survey is commencing with a new series of questions completely unrelated to prior questions; 
Airport ownership types were further clarified to include enterprise departments in the description of City, 
County and State-owned airports; 
Additional language was placed into the questions to remind respondents to mark the appropriate N/A box if 
their airport does not have a official policy to increase the air passenger ground transportation modal split; 
In those questions with a 1-5 scale pertaining to airports with an official policy to increase the air passenger 
ground transportation modal split, the N/A response box was relocated to an area to the left of the scale to 
further remind respondents to mark the N/A box if the question does not apply to their airport; 
Airport respondents were now being asked estimate the percentage of those passengers using taxicabs and 
other ground transportation modes for their airport-based trips as 2009 FAA airport enplanement numbers 
would now be used in the analysis and entered into the data at the coding phase; 
An additional question as to available airport ground transportation modes was added  to identify those 
airports with taxicab services as the sole ground transportation mode vs. those airports with multiple modes 
available; 
A further explanation as to what constitutes an independent contractor or lessee taxicab driver was added 
into the questionnaire; 
For historically-based questions, respondents will have a box to check if the events occurred before they 
commenced work at the airport; 
Questions regarding the transport regulatory capability of the airport was modified to specify only the areas 
within the boundaries of the airport; and 
Rephrased the question regarding the number of airport staff responsible for taxicab planning activities. 
 
5.3 USE OF CASE STUDIES IN EXAMINING THE RESEARCH 
PROBLEM 
The quantitative questionnaire form used in this research was calculated to identify current 
US airport practices in conducting taxicab planning activities. Information from participating 
US airports permitted the research to identify the participation and influence of airport staff, 
taxicab operators, independent contractor drivers, and the outside transport regulatory 
agencies in decisions involving airport taxicab planning issues. However, the identification 
of recommendations whereby US airports can achieve improvements in the customer 
services aspects related to airport taxicab operations through the adoption and 
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implementation of policies fostering supply-side taxicab service improvements requires 
additional in-depth information about the interactions and engagements between the actors 
involved with US airport taxicab planning activities. As this research addresses 
contemporary issues involving the quality of existing surface transportation systems, case 
studies, as a qualitative research method, has been used (Yin 1994), upon which theories can 
be built or modified (Eisenhardt 1989). 
The US hub airports that served as the case studies in this research were chosen from those 
airports that submitted a completed survey questionnaire form and reported they either have 
implemented, or are in the process of implementing, policies that increases air passenger 
utilization of taxicabs and/or other ground transportation modes for their airport-based trips. 
These prerequisites minimize the possibility of researcher bias in the choice of the airports 
used for the case studies. 
From the 51 survey questionnaires returned for processing, a total of four interviews 
comprising six US hub airports were chosen, according to the criteria for the case studies. Of 
the four interviews conducted, only three airports, Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood International 
Airport (FLL), Orlando International Airport (MCO), and San Francisco International 
Airport (SFO), provided the supporting documents necessary to develop the airport case 
studies documented in Chapter 7. 
The case study airports are all large hub airports (Federal Aviation Administration 2010), and 
located close to either the Atlantic or Pacific Ocean, with FLL and SFO physically situated on the 
coast, and MCO located less than 50 miles from the Atlantic Ocean (Greater Orlando Airport 
Authority 2012). In addition, these airports have among the highest origin and destination 
passenger volumes of any US hub airports (Boyd Group International 2010), as identified in 
Table 5-7, and they are all located within close proximity to well known leisure or tourist 
destinations (see Table 5-8). 
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Table 5-7: Ranking of Local and US Origin & Destination Passenger Volumes 
Rank – Fourth Quarter 2010 
(175 Airports Surveyed) 
Airport 
3  Orlando International Airport (MCO) 
7 San Francisco International Airport (SFO) 
14 Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood International Airport 
 
Table 5-8: Airports and Selected Tourist Destinations 
Airport Selected Tourist Destinations 
Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood International Airport 
Port Everglades with nearly 15 cruise lines departing 
primarily to the Caribbean Sea, Gulf of Mexico, and the 
Panama Canal (FortLauderdaleMarinaResort.com 2012) 
Orlando International Airport Sea World, Universal Studios, and Walt Disney World (Orlando Tourism Bureau 2012) 
San Francisco International Airport 
Alcatraz Island, Cable Cars, Chinatown, Fisherman’s 
Wharf/Pier 39, Golden Gate Bridge, and Golden Gate 
Park (Boulevards New Media 2012) 
 
Regardless of the similarities of these case study airports, they have different ownership forms 
that reflect the majority of ownership models used by all US airports with significant commercial 
airline activity (Reimer and Putnam 2009). FLL is owned and operated by Broward County in 
the State of Florida. Orlando International Airport is owned and operated by the Greater Orlando 
Aviation Authority, an independent authority created by the State of Florida. San Francisco 
International Airport is a city department owned by the City and County of San Francisco. As the 
case study airports share both locational and air passenger market characteristics, yet typify the 
most common ownership models for US commercial service airports, these airports represent a 
sufficient cross-section for governance research. 
5.4 TRIANGULATION OF RESEARCH DATA 
Triangulation is the combination of multiple research methods, which provides more 
information regarding a subject than when a single data method or source is used (Thurmond 
2001). The use of triangulation also increases the validity of a study involving qualitative 
research methods (Guion et al. 2011). The data obtained in this research is triangulated 
through both quantitative and qualitative research methods, in order to unearth and verify 
information about US airport taxicab planning activities. The triangulation of this data 
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generates a more comprehensive understanding of the complex environment in which US 
airports undertake taxicab planning activities with outside agents, in order to meet the needs 
of airport patrons, the community, and society as a whole.  
However, triangulation addresses only the credibility and dependability of the research. In 
order to provide additional rigor when the research and data are evaluated, a separate journal 
was kept chronicling the relevant ex-parte verbal and written communications (Schwandt, 
Lincoln and Guba 2007; Baxter and Eyles 1997; Lincoln and Guba 1985). The journal was 
maintained in a separate notebook that also contains the unedited on-site interview 
recordings. 
The use of mixed methods research combining the data acquired from multiple quantitative 
and qualitative sources made possible an exploratory, yet comprehensive, description of US 
airports networks with taxicab operators, independent contractor drivers, and external 
transport regulatory agencies that are involved in the availability of airport taxicab services 
to the traveling public. The analysis of the data collected through these multiple research 
methods are designed to answer the research questions identified in Section 1.2 of Chapter 1 
and Section 5.1 of this chapter concerning the nature of the networks between US airports 
and the various actors who are involved with the provision of airport taxicab services and the 
airports’ ground transportation planning activities (see Figure 5-1). From the research 
findings, practical recommendations will be offered for US airports to better foster 
sustainable supply-side taxicab service improvements. The ultimate goal of the research will 
be the achievement of sustainable, long term supply-side taxicab service improvements that 
results in increases in the air passenger ground transportation modal share in a manner that 
mutually benefits all of the entities responsible for the availability of airport taxicab services. 
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Figure 5-1: Mixed Methods Research Methodology Diagram 
5.5 APPLICATION OF MIXED METHODS TO THE RESEARCH 
The contemporary nature of this research subject necessitated an exploratory mixed method 
research approach, as identified by Creswell (2009). A combination of quantitative and 
qualitative research methods were used to elicit the data necessary to address the research 
questions. The practice of publicizing a research project in advance of the gathering of 
research data has been successfully used in increasing industry awareness and participation 
in the research (Richardson et al. 1995). Prior to the distribution of the questionnaire, various 
industry groups (e.g., Airport Ground Transportation Association, Airports Council 
International – North America, and the American Association of Airport Executives) were 
contacted to publicize the research and to request their members to participate in the effort 
by completing and returning the survey. Additional contacts were made with various airport 
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industry publications (e.g., Airport Business magazine) and key airport industry leaders, to 
further publicize the research to US airport management and staff.  
Ethical clearances were obtained for both the survey questionnaire form and the subsequent 
semi-structured interview questions from Queensland University of Technology on 
September 13, 2011 (Approval Number 1100001167). The surveys where e-mailed on 
September 22, 2011 from Australia to the 137 US airports classified by the FAA in 2009 as 
hub airports. The e-mail addresses for transmitting the survey forms were obtained from 
various sources, including the Airports Council International-North America, the FAA, and 
individual airport websites. The survey forms transmitted to these US hub airports were 
individually coded to provide a level of confidentiality to all survey participants.  
The original response rate target was 50% with responses due within three weeks from the 
date the surveys were transmitted.  However, the slow rate of returned surveys during the 
initial response period combined with the length of the survey resulted in both extending the 
response date to December 30, 2011, and transmitting additional periodic reminders using e-
mail to those airports that had not responded to prior invitations. Special efforts were made 
with contacting the large number of US medium and small hub airports, both of whom were 
slow to submit survey forms, in an effort to obtain a better representation of all US hub 
airports in the acquired statistical dataset. By the revised December 30, 2011 deadline, a total 
of 51 responses were received for an overall response rate of 37.23%. A significant response 
rate of 62.07% from the large US hub airports were received, with a 36.11% and 27.78% 
response rate from the medium and small US hub airports respectively (see Table 5-9 for 
additional details). 
Over 60% of the large US hub airports submitted surveys. The responses from the medium 
and small hub airports (36.11% and 27.78% respectively) were less percentage-wise, but still 
a significant achievement given the length of questionnaire form. Appendix A lists the 51 out 
of the 137 hub airports classified in 2009 by the FAA in providing completed questionnaires 
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by the revised December 30, 2011 due date.  Responses from each returned survey form 
were subsequently coded and entered into SPSS Releases 19, 20 and 21 for compilation and 
analysis.  
Table 5-9: Survey Response Rate by US Airport Hub Size 
 Surveys Received Population Size Response Rate 
Large Hub 18 29 62.07% 
Medium Hub 13 36 36.11% 
Small Hub 20 72 27.78% 
Total 51 137 37.23% 
 
Selection of US hub airports for the development of case studies was limited to those airports 
that returned their survey questionnaires and replied in the survey that they had or are in the 
process of having programs to increase the air passenger ground transportation modal split. 
This restriction was included in the research plan to minimize the potential for research bias. 
Originally, this restriction did not appear to be an issue in finding a large pool of US hub 
airports that could be used for case studies, as Graham (2001) noted that environmental 
issues such as those related to air quality and noise have become an important consideration 
in airport business strategies worldwide. However, the survey responses that were received 
from the large and medium US hub airports identified that very few of these airports have or 
are in the process of implementing, policies or programs to increase the air passenger ground 
transportation modal split. This trend continued as additional questionnaires were received. 
From the 51 surveys returned by the deadline, only eleven airports reported either having or 
are planning policies or programs to increase the ground transportation modal split through 
programs involving airport ground transportation services. Of those eleven airports, three 
later reported that their answer was in error, and two reported that their program was based 
upon converting taxicabs and other ground transportation vehicles to alternative fuels. As 
three of the remaining six airports were owned by a single airport operator, a total of four 
operators were deemed eligible to participate in subsequent case studies involving personal 
on-site interviews and follow-up document reviews of US airport taxicab planning activities. 
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Initial contact with these four airport operators were made either by e-mail or by telephone. 
While consent forms were subsequently transmitted to all selected airport operators, several 
of the airports also requested copies of the interview questions in their deliberations as to 
whether to participate in the qualitative phases of this research. In the end, the four airport 
operators agreed to provide an airport administrator or manager to be interviewed. The 
interviews were conducted at their respective airports in December 2011. 
On-site interviews at their respective offices were recorded by dual separate digital recording 
devices. With the exception of the interview at San Francisco International Airport, the 
interviews consisted of eighteen semi-structured questions lasting approximately 90 minutes 
(see Appendix C for the list of questions asked). Time constraints with the interview at San 
Francisco International Airport reduced the interview time to 30 minutes. Therefore, for this 
interview, the original questions were consolidated into six base questions that covered the 
same topics as those asked in the other airport interviews (see Appendix D). Transcripts from 
the interviews were later generated by the researcher and transmitted to the four respondents 
for editing and their final approval. Of the four airports interviewed, three gave their 
approval to the transcript after minor edits were made to the draft transcript. The remaining 
airport failed to return their draft transcript after several reminder letters, including 
transmission of a second draft transcript, over the span of several months. As the three 
airports who had approved their edited transcripts represented the primary modes of US 
airport ownership (i.e., City Department, County Department, and Independent Authority), 
the decision was made to proceed with the qualitative development of these three airports, 
listed in Table 5-10, as case studies using the interview responses. 
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Table 5-10: US Airport Operators Participating in Interviews and Document Reviews 
Airport FAA Region 2009 FAA Hub Classification Airport Ownership Type 
Fort Lauderdale 
International 
Airport (FLL) 
Southern Large Hub County Department 
Orlando 
International 
Airport (MCO) 
Southern Large Hub Airport Authority 
San Francisco 
International 
Airport (SFO) 
Western Pacific Large Hub City Department 
 
Leximancer Release 4.0 was used in this research to assist in the identification of patterns 
and themes from the responses obtained through the on-site interviews. Leximancer is a 
software program that extrapolates data from documents using an automated analysis of both 
the words used in said documents and how they occur in relation to each other. Leximancer 
utilizes a complex series of algorithms combining corpus and computational linguistics, 
machine learning, complex networks theory, physics, content analysis, and information 
science to analyze the textual data (Leximancer 2010). The computer files containing the 
textual data, including interview transcripts, are entered directly into Leximancer. The output 
generated from Leximancer’s analysis of the textual data, including key themes, ranked 
concepts, and the connectivity between individual words, is then summarized through the 
use of tables and conceptual maps. 
In this research, the tables generated by Leximancer ranked both the key themes and 
concepts extrapolated from the textual file containing the responses obtained from semi-
structured questions asked to various US airport officials in on-site interviews conducted in 
December 2011. The conceptual diagrams generated by Leximancer mapped the 
connectivity between the individual themes and concepts identified from the textual data 
containing the US airport interview responses. The colors generated by Leximancer’s 
conceptual maps indicate the importance of the key themes with the color red indicating a 
critically important theme with the color blue representing an unimportant theme. Through 
the use of Leximancer, the machine-generated analysis of the airport interview responses are 
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likely to be both more thorough in its analysis, as well as less likely to be influenced by any 
bias resulting in potentially distorted research findings. 
Prior versions of Leximancer have been used to extrapolate and map themes and concepts 
contained in interview transcripts (Hallam and Creagh 2010; Zakrzewski 2009). In previous 
airport-related research, Leximancer was used to conduct a thematic analysis of interviews 
with various airport stakeholders (Zakrzewski 2008). Leximancer’s concurrent semantic and 
relational information extraction to generate a text and concept co-occurrence matrices are 
meant to avoid a fixation on anecdotal evidence obtained elsewhere that may be atypical or 
erroneous (Smith and Humphreys 2006). Subsequent reviews of the documents provided by 
those airports participating in the on-site interviews were used to affirm or substantiate the 
information obtained from both the interviews and the survey questionnaire. 
5.6 CHAPTER SUMMARY 
Governance theory research in US airport taxicab planning processes involves the examination of 
both the actors and the decision-making processes involved with the provision of airport taxicab 
services. The lack of a uniform national taxicab regulatory scheme in the US results in any 
investigation involving US airport taxicab planning processes will touch upon complex 
economic, legal, political, and social processes that are unique for each airport.    
The myriad of these complex processes that are involved in the study of governance activities 
related to US airport taxicab planning processes necessitate a research method that is sufficiently 
comprehensive to account for any number of interrelated processes within a single decision-
making process. The use of a mixed methods research model combining quantitative and 
qualitative methods was identified as the most appropriate for examining the complexities 
involved with US airport taxicab planning activities. The use of a survey questionnaire was 
necessary to identify and quantify current US airport practices regarding various aspects of 
airport taxicab planning activities and the personnel who perform those functions within airport 
management. The use of qualitative case studies using interviews and subsequent document 
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reviews was needed to highlight how US airports perform these planning activities to improve 
airport taxicab services within a complex environment involving numerous stakeholders, each 
with varying degrees of influence. Through the use of these multiple research methods, this 
research will provide the means for a more thorough exploration of how US airports perform 
taxicab planning functions in order to provide airport ground transportation services to the 
traveling public. The answers to the research questions will provide a better understanding of US 
airport taxicab planning processes, as well as recommend strategies by which US airports can 
foster sustainable supply-side taxicab service improvements to increase the air passenger ground 
transportation modal split. 
The following chapter will delve further into the practices of US airport taxicab planning, based 
upon the 51 US hub airports that provided answers to this research’s survey questionnaire form. 
Through a quantitative analysis of the responses received, the research will explore and uncover 
aspects of US airport taxicab planning activities that may impact the ability of these airports to 
promote sustainable supply-side taxicab service improvements necessary to increase the air 
passenger ground transportation modal share. The research will initially explore the background 
of the airport staff assigned to undertake airport taxicab planning activities, and how these airport 
taxicab planning initiatives are performed within the airport’s organizational and mission 
structure. The analysis will then focus on exposing the activity level and direction of the 
interactions or engagements, as well as the nature of these relationships occurring between US 
airports and the actors responsible for providing airport taxicab services. From that point, the 
chapter will identify the influence each of the actors have in the decision-making processes 
concerning airport taxicab planning matters, as well as the perceived outcomes that these 
interactions or engagements at US airports may have in meeting the challenges of resolving 
airport taxicab planning issues. 
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Chapter 6:  Survey Findings 
This chapter summarizes selected findings from the 146 question survey e-mailed to the 137 US 
airports classified as hub airports in 2009. A total of 51 questionnaires were received from a 
variety of large, medium, and small hub airports located nationwide by the December 30, 2011 
final submission date. The primary airport ownership models derived from the survey responses 
were: City Department or Agency, Independent Authority, and County Department or Agency 
(see Table 6-1 for additional details). The ownership models listed by survey respondents are 
similar to those identified by Reimer and Putnam (2009) in a study on US airport governance and 
ownership models. 
Table 6-1: Ownership Model of All US Airports Surveyed 
Airport Ownership Type Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
City department or agency 19 37.3% 37.3% 
Multiple cities 1 2.0% 2.0% 
County department or agency 11 21.6% 21.6% 
Regional agency 5 9.8% 9.8% 
Independent authority 13 25.5% 25.5% 
State department or agency 2 3.9% 3.9% 
Total: 51 100.0% 100.0% 
 
The response rate to the survey was 37.23% (see Table 5-9 in Chapter 5 for a breakdown by hub 
airport type). Surveys were received from airports in all nine FAA regions (see Table 6-2 for 
details). The largest number of responses were returned from Southern (i.e., Alabama, Florida, 
Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, and Tennessee) and Western 
Pacific (i.e., Arizona, California, Hawaii, and Nevada) regions, each representing 27.5% of the 
total responses. The Eastern region (i.e., Delaware, District of Columbia, Maryland, New Jersey, 
New York, Pennsylvania, Virginia, and West Virginia) represented 15.7% of the total responses; 
the Southwest region (i.e., Arkansas, Louisiana, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas) represented 
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11.8% of the total responses. The other five regions combined represented 17.5% of the total 
responses. 
Table 6-2: Airports Surveyed by FAA Region 
FAA Region Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Alaskan 1 2.0% 2.0% 
Central 1 2.0% 2.0% 
Eastern 8 15.7% 15.7% 
Great Lakes 3 5.9% 5.9% 
New England 2 3.9% 3.9% 
Northwest Mountain 2 3.9% 3.9% 
Southern 14 27.5% 27.5% 
Southwest 6 11.8% 11.8% 
Western Pacific 14 27.5% 27.5% 
Total: 51 100.0% 100.0% 
 
The number of responses received from large, medium, and small hub US airports, combined 
with the geographic variety of airport respondents, increases the likelihood that the survey data 
collected is representative of all US commercial service airports. Therefore, quantitative-based 
data methods can be applied to this dataset to generate reliable inferences about governance 
activities, and to identify the structures incorporated into US airport taxicab planning activities 
allowing airport patrons to have continued access to airport taxicab services. SPSS software 
(Releases 19, 20 and 21) was employed to analyze the collected survey data. 
6.1 AIRPORT MANAGEMENT AND PROFESSIONALS PERFORMING 
AIRPORT TAXICAB PLANNING ACTIVITIES 
The survey form contained questions designed to identify characteristics of the airport staff 
responsible for taxicab planning activities in terms of their interactions with the taxicab 
operators, independent contractor drivers, and the outside transport regulatory agencies on 
airport taxicab planning matters. 
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Airport management or staff perform airport taxicab planning functions at 70.0% of the 
respondent airports, and senior airport management serve this role at 26.0% of the 
respondent airports (see Table 6-3). Depending upon the hub size, senior airport 
management appear to be more likely to perform taxicab planning functions at the smaller 
hub airports than their counterparts at the medium and large hub airports (see Table 6-4).  
While the survey data indicate that either senior management or management staff perform 
US airport taxicab planning functions, the practice of planning has evolved towards the use 
of consensus building and advocacy to develop sustainable plans (Reeves 2005; Wheeler 
2004). Given the increasing role of these approaches in planning activities, this research 
attempted to identify whether US airport management includes planners in their ranks to 
conduct transportation planning activities, and whether US airports have embraced 
consensus building and advocacy in their transportation planning activities, including those 
involving taxicab planning initiatives. 
Table 6-3: US Airport Personnel Responsible for Taxicab Planning Activities 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Senior airport management 13 25.5% 26.0% 
Airport management or staff 35 68.6% 70.0% 
Line personnel 1 2.0% 2.0% 
Consultants or contractors 0 0.0% 0.0% 
Other 1 2.0% 2.0% 
Total 50 98.0% 100.0% 
Missing (did not answer) 1 2.0%  
Total: 51 100.0%  
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Table 6-4: US Airport Personnel Responsible for Taxicab Planning Activities by US Hub Type 
 Large Hub Airports Medium Hub Airports Small Hub Airports 
Senior airport management 1 3 9 
Airport management or staff 15 10 10 
Line personnel 1 0 0 
Consultants or contractors 0 0 0 
Other 0 0 1 
Total: 17 13 20 
 
The responses from the respondent US hub airports look as if that airport taxicab planning 
activities are rarely performed by those with transportation-based logistics, operations, or 
planning background. Rather, it appears that those with airport or aviation management, 
business administration, and public administration backgrounds that are the most likely to 
perform airport taxicab planning functions (see Table 6-5).  
Table 6-5: Background of US Airport Personnel Responsible for Taxicab Planning Activities 
Background of Airport Taxicab Planning Personnel Frequency 
Transportation planning or logistics 7 
Airport or aviation management 29 
Public administration 11 
Business administration 20 
Other college degree 15 
Transport regulatory or enforcement agency 3 
Taxicab or other ground transportation industry 1 
Airline or airline ground support industry 8 
Other transportation industry 2 
Other 2 
 
Given the background of those US airport management professionals surveyed who 
undertake airport taxicab planning tasks, it appears as if the planning focus is more likely to 
center upon the efficiency of the airport’s taxicab services or the financial implications of 
these plans in order to examine and resolve the issues that have a bearing upon taxicab 
services, rather than use the consensus-building model favored by professional planners.  
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The respondent airports reported that airport taxicab planning functions were performed 
primarily through some unit within an airport’s operations department, a dedicated ground 
transportation department, or a unit within a landside operations department (see Table 6-6).  
Table 6-6: US Airport Departments Responsible for Taxicab Planning Activities 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Dedicated ground transportation department 12 23.5% 24.0% 
Sub-unit of a landside operations department 10 19.6% 20.0% 
Sub-unit of airport operations (landside and 
airfield operations) 
18 35.3% 36.0% 
Sub-unit of a business or commercial 
development department 
4 7.8% 8.0% 
Personnel from multiple departments 5 9.8% 10.0% 
Airport consultants or contractors 0 0.0% 0.0% 
Off-airport agencies or departments 1 2.0% 2.0% 
Other 0 0.0% 0.0% 
Total 50 98.0% 100.0% 
Missing (did not answer) 1 2.0%  
Total: 51 100.0%  
 
The high percentage (80.0%) of airport respondents reporting that airport taxicab planning 
functions occur within an airport organizational unit tasked with day-to-day management of 
an airport’s operations indicates that US airport taxicab planning efforts appear likely to 
focus on short-term service planning activities supporting day-to-day airport operations 
rather than medium to long-term transportation planning activities. 
The survey also probed the mission of the airport’s organization to identify whether this has 
an impact on airport taxicab planning efforts. 66.7% of US hub airport respondents reported 
a focus on being a financially self-supporting enterprise. This figure compares to 15.7% of 
the airport respondents reporting a focus on serving as a public utility, and another 7.8% 
reporting a focus on their being an instrument towards the achievement of other societal 
goals and objectives (see Table 6-7). 
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Table 6-7: US Airport Primary Organizational Mission 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Airport is a financially self-supporting 
enterprise 
34 66.7% 66.7% 
Airport is a public utility facilitating access to 
air transport modes 
8 15.7% 15.7% 
Airport is an instrument to achieve societal 
goals and objectives 
4 7.8% 7.8% 
Airport must be sustainable 0 0.0% 0.0% 
Other 5 9.8% 9.8% 
Total: 51 100.0% 100.0% 
 
The survey findings in this section confirm the work of Bacot and Christine (2006), which 
found that US airports primarily view themselves as a public enterprise with a focus towards 
the acquisition of increased revenues to facilitate their continued importance in the aviation 
sector, rather than as a traditional governmental entity providing a forum to ascertain the 
societal needs and desires of the citizenry, as well as serving as an instrument to achieve 
these goals. The business or enterprise focus of US airport managers indicate that these 
airports are likely to focus on efficiency and service quality in deliberations involving airport 
taxicab planning matters. 
6.2 ENGAGEMENT OF US AIRPORTS WITH OUTSIDE ENTITIES IN 
AIRPORT TAXICAB PLANNING ACTIVITIES 
The survey forms listed questions addressing airport staff interactions with the taxicab 
operators, independent contractor drivers, and the outside transport regulatory agencies 
concerning airport taxicab planning initiatives.  Of the 51 responses, a total of 48 (or 96.0%) 
of all US airport respondents reported undertaking a form of interaction or engagement with 
the taxicab operators regarding airport taxicab planning matters. 45, or 88.2%, reported 
interacting with the independent contractors who operate taxicabs on airport taxicab planning 
issues, while 41, or 80.4%, reported engaging with outside transport regulatory agencies on 
airport taxicab planning matters (see Table 6-8). 
Chapter 6:  Survey Findings  
Kum L. (Dan) Wong – 31Jul13 Page 130 
Table 6-8: US Airport Interaction in Taxicab Planning Issues 
 Taxicab Operators Taxicab Drivers Transport Regulatory Agencies 
 Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Yes 48 94.1% 96.0% 45 88.2% 88.2% 41 80.4% 83.7% 
No 2 3.9% 4.0% 6 11.8% 11.8% 8 15.7% 16.3% 
Total 1 98.0% 100.0% 51 100.0% 100.0% 49 96.1% 100.0% 
Missing 
(did not 
answer) 
1 2.0%     2 3.9%  
Total: 51 100.0%  51 100.0%  51 100.0%  
 
The survey data shows that the engagements by the respondent airports with taxicab 
operators, independent contractor drivers, and outside transport regulatory agencies 
regarding airport taxicab planning matters appear to be a common practice regardless of the 
airport’s ownership type (see Table 6-9 for details). 
Table 6-9: US Airport Interaction on Taxicab Planning Issues by Airport Ownership Model 
Airport Ownership Model 
Operator 
Yes 
Operator 
No 
Driver 
Yes 
Driver 
No 
Transport 
Agency 
Yes 
Transport 
Agency 
No 
City 17 2 17 2 16 1 
Multi-city 1 0 1 0 1 0 
County 11 0 9 2 9 2 
Regional 5 0 5 0 5 0 
Independent authority 12 0 12 1 10 3 
State 2 0 1 1 0 2 
 
The interactions reported in the survey between the respondent airports and the taxicab 
operators, independent contractor drivers, and outside transport regulatory agencies on 
airport taxicab planning issues appeared to be a common practice regardless of the airport’s 
hub size (see Table 6-10). 
Table 6-10: US Airport Interaction on Taxicab Planning Issues by Airport Hub Size 
Airport Hub 
Size Operator Yes Operator No 
Driver 
Yes 
Driver 
No 
Transport 
Agency 
Yes 
Transport 
Agency 
No 
Large 17 1 14 4 17 1 
Medium 13 0 11 2 11 2 
Small 18 1 20 0 13 5 
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The survey data showed that 79.6% of the respondent US hub airports reported initiating 
engagements with the taxicab operators regarding airport taxicab planning matters at least 50% of 
the time, versus 66.7% with the outside transport regulatory firms, and 61.7% with the 
independent contractor drivers (see Table 6-11). However, the responses seem to identify an 
inverse relationship when the outside actors initiate the engagement with airport staff on airport 
taxicab planning matters. The survey data indicates that the independent contractor drivers appear 
to be the most likely group to initiate the engagement with airport staff on airport taxicab 
planning issues (38.3%), followed by the outside transport regulatory agency (33.4%), and the 
taxicab operators (20.4%).  
Table 6-11: Initiation of Interactions by US Airports on Airport Taxicab Planning Issues 
Airports Initiate Interaction with Taxicab 
Operators Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
100% of the time 5 9.8% 10.2% 
75 to 99% of the time 14 27.5% 28.6% 
50 to 74% of the time 20 39.2% 40.8% 
25 to 49% of the time 6 11.8% 12.2% 
0 to 24% of the time 4 7.8% 8.2% 
Subtotal 49 96.1% 100.0% 
Missing (did not answer) 2 3.9%  
Total 51 100.0%  
 
Airports Initiate Interaction with Taxicab 
Drivers 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
100% of the time 4 7.8% 8.5% 
75 to 99% of the time 10 19.6% 21.3% 
50 to 74% of the time 15 29.4% 31.9% 
25 to 49% of the time 8 15.7% 17.0% 
0 to 24% of the time 10 19.6% 21.3% 
Subtotal 47 92.2% 100.0% 
Missing (did not answer) 4 7.8%  
Total 51 100.0%  
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Airports Initiate Interaction with Transport 
Regulatory Agencies 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
100% of the time 3 5.9% 6.7% 
75 to 99% of the time 10 19.6% 22.2% 
50 to 74% of the time 17 33.3% 37.8% 
25 to 49% of the time 3 5.9% 6.7% 
0 to 24% of the time 12 23.5% 26.7% 
Subtotal 45 88.2% 100.0% 
Missing (did not answer) 6 11.8%  
Total 51 100.0%  
 
As to regular interactions between the respondent US hub airports and the outside parties 
involved with providing airport taxicab services, the data in Table 6-12 identifies that 76.5% of 
the respondents reported meeting with the taxicab operators on a regular basis. Fewer airport 
respondents reported meeting regularly with the independent contractor drivers (64.0%), with 
even fewer reported meeting regularly with the outside transport regulatory agencies (56.0%). 
Table 6-12: Regular Interaction by US Airports on Taxicab Planning Issues 
 Taxicab Operators Taxicab Drivers Transport Agencies 
 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 
Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 
Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 
Yes 39 76.5% 76.5% 32 62.7% 64.0% 28 54.9% 56.0% 
No 12 23.5% 23.5% 18 35.3% 36.0% 22 43.1% 44.0% 
Total 51   50 98.0%  50 98.0%  
Missing 
(did not 
answer) 
0   1 2.0%  1 2.0% 
 
Total: 51 100.0% 100.0% 51 100.0% 100.0% 51 100.0% 100.0% 
 
From the quantitative data summarized in this section, the US hub airports participating in 
the survey reported making efforts to interact with the taxicab operators, independent 
contractor drivers, and outside transport regulatory agencies regarding airport taxicab 
planning matters irrespective of their ownership model or hub size. While these airports 
reported undertaking outreach efforts with all the actors concerning airport taxicab planning 
matters, the survey responses reported that such efforts were not equal for the actors. The 
respondent US hub airports noted from the survey data that they were more likely to initiate 
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discussions or other forms of engagement with the taxicab operators on taxicab planning 
issues than with either the external transport regulatory agencies or the independent 
contractor drivers. However, when the outside actors initiate meetings or other forums with 
airport staff regarding airport taxicab planning issues, the respondents indicated from the 
data that the independent contractor drivers are the ones most likely to have called the 
meeting, followed by the external transport regulatory agencies and the taxicab operators. 
While taxicab operators have long since relinquished their role of providing taxicab services 
to the independent contractor drivers who either lease an existing taxicab or provide their 
own vehicle, the respondent airports reported from the data to continue providing taxicab 
operators with more frequent accessibility to airport officials in respect to airport taxicab 
planning initiatives than they do with the other actors involved with the provision of airport 
taxicab services. 
6.3 NATURE OF THE ENGAGEMENTS BETWEEN US AIRPORTS AND 
OUTSIDE ENTITIES REGARDING AIRPORT TAXICAB PLANNING 
ISSUES 
The questionnaire also queried the forums by which interactions or engagements occur 
between US airports and the actors responsible for the availability of airport taxicab services. 
From the responses that were received from a variety of hub airports located throughout the 
US, the answers reported that airport management controlled most or all of the interactions 
with the independent contractor drivers and the taxicab operators (see Table 6-13). Of those 
airports reporting having total control over the interactions between the two actors, 41.7% of 
the airports reportedly had complete control over any interactions with the independent 
contractor drivers, in comparison to 18.8% reporting having complete control over their 
interactions with the taxicab operators. On the other hand, the respondents reported having 
more balanced engagements with their respective outside transport regulatory agencies, with 
60.5% reporting that the groups had equal control of the interactions involving airport 
taxicab planning matters. 
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Based upon the survey data, US airports, regardless of their dependency on outside actors in 
providing sufficient taxicabs to accommodate airport customer demands, appear to exercise a 
conventional top-down or hierarchical governance arrangement in decision-making 
processes involving airport taxicab planning initiatives. This is indicated through a high 
percentage of the airport respondents, on average, reporting having either the majority or 
complete control of any interactions with the taxicab operators and the independent 
contractor drivers. As to interactions between the respondent US airports operated by 
governmental entities and outside transport regulatory agencies, these airports, on average, 
reported having equal control with these agencies in their engagements on airport taxicab 
planning issues. 
Table 6-13: Control of Airport Taxicab Planning Engagements 
 Taxicab Operators Taxicab Drivers Transport Regulatory Agencies 
Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Airport 
totally 
controls 
interactions 
9 17.6% 18.8% 20 39.2% 41.7% 1 2.0% 2.3% 
Airport 
controls 
majority of 
interactions 
29 56.9% 60.4% 24 47.1% 50.0% 6 11.8% 14.0% 
Equal control 
of 
interactions 
10 19.6% 20.8% 4 7.8% 8.3% 26 51.0% 60.5% 
Group 
controls 
majority of 
interactions 
0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 0.0% 4 7.8% 9.3% 
Group totally 
controls 
interactions 
0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 0.0% 4 7.8% 9.3% 
Other 0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 0.0% 2 4.7% 4.7% 
Sub-total 48 94.1% 100.0% 48 94.1% 100.0% 43 84.3% 100.0% 
Missing (did 
not answer) 3 5.9%  3 5.9%  8 15.7%  
Total 51 100.0%  51 100.0%  51 100.0%  
 
The US hub airport responses received showed that, on average, formal meetings to discuss 
airport taxicab planning issues were employed by 64.7% of the respondent airports with the 
taxicab operators, and by 58.0% with the outside transport regulatory agencies. However, the 
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data noted that only 42.9% of the respondent airports indicated that they conducted formal 
meetings with the independent contractor drivers on airport taxicab planning initiatives (see 
Table 6-14). 
Table 6-14: Airport Use of Formal Meetings on Airport Taxicab Planning Matters 
 Taxicab Operators Taxicab Drivers Transport Regulatory Agencies 
 
Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Yes 33 64.7% 64.7% 21 41.2% 42.9% 29 56.9% 58.0% 
No 18 35.3% 35.3% 28 54.9% 57.1% 21 41.2% 42.0% 
Total 51 100.0% 100.0% 49 96.1% 100.0% 50 98.0% 100.0% 
Missing 
(did not 
answer) 
   2 3.9%  1 2.0%  
Total: 51 100.0% 100.0% 51 100.0% 100.0% 51 100.0% 100.0% 
 
On the other hand, a higher percentage of these respondent airports, on average, reported 
convening ad hoc or informal meetings regarding airport taxicab planning matters with all 
three groups. From the responses received, 79.6% of these airports reported holding informal 
meetings with independent contractor drivers regarding airport taxicab planning matters. In 
comparison, 77.1% of the airport respondents reported undertaking informal meetings with 
the taxicab operators, and 61.7% with the external transport regulatory agencies (see Table 
6-15). 
Table 6-15: Airport Use of Informal or Ad Hoc Meetings on Airport Taxicab Planning Matters 
 Taxicab Operators Taxicab Drivers Transport Regulatory Agencies 
 
Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Yes 39 76.5% 79.6% 37 72.5% 77.1% 29 56.9% 61.7% 
No 10 19.6% 20.4% 11 21.6% 22.9% 18 35.3% 38.3% 
Total 49 96.1% 100.0% 48 94.1% 100.0% 47 92.2% 100.0% 
Missing 
(did not 
answer) 
2 3.9%  3 5.9%  4 7.8%  
Total: 51 100.0% 100.0% 51 100.0% 100.0% 51 100.0% 100.0% 
 
From all of the data identified in this section, the respondent US airports were found on average 
to either dominate or significantly control the interactions concerning airport taxicab planning 
issues with both the taxicab operators and the independent contractor drivers. Despite the 
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airport’s reliance on these outside actors to meet airport demand for taxicab services, US airports 
appear to be unable to regard the taxicab industry (including both the taxicab operators and the 
independent contractor drivers) as a equal partner. This interpretation of the data is further 
exemplified by the respondents reporting less usage of formal meetings with the independent 
contractor drivers, as compared to the other actors in which airport taxicab planning initiatives 
are discussed. Although formal and informal meetings appear to be used by the respondent 
airports to discuss airport taxicab planning issues with both the taxicab operators and independent 
contractor drivers, the data indicates that these airports are more likely to utilize informal rather 
than formal meetings with these groups. This appears to be especially so for airport interactions 
with the independent contractor drivers On the other hand, these airports reportedly consider the 
outside transport regulatory agencies more as an equal partner or, at least, sharing the 
responsibility for airport taxicab planning matters, as indicated by a significant number of the 
respondent airports reporting that both groups have equal control of any interactions in this arena. 
6.4 NATURE OF THE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN US AIRPORTS 
AND OUTSIDE ENTITIES REGARDING AIRPORT TAXICAB 
PLANNING ISSUES 
The US hub airports surveyed were asked questions exploring the quality of interactions about 
airport taxicab planning issues that affect the relationships between US airports and their taxicab 
operators, independent contractor drivers, and the outside transport regulatory agencies. The 
survey questions focused on the quality of their relationships, the trust levels experienced 
between the actors, the commitment levels among the actors, the mutual learning occurring 
between the airports and other actors, and the balance of power occurring among the actors. 
In examining the quality of the relationships among the actors involved, a Likert scale was 
employed to evaluate the airport respondents’ relationships with the taxicab operators, 
independent contractor drivers, and the outside transport regulatory agencies. A score of 1 
represents a hostile relationship, 3 represent a cooperative relationship, and 5 represents an 
excellent relationship. On average, the airport respondents reported having the highest 
quality relationship with the outside transport regulatory agencies, with a mean score of 
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4.2245. The quality of their relationships with the taxicab operators and the independent 
contractors were also above the midpoint (3.0000) with mean scores of 3.6471 and 3.1800 
respectively (see Table 6-16). The scores indicate that the respondents rate the quality of 
their relationships with all of the actors involved with airport taxicab planning issues as 
cooperative.  
Table 6-16: Quality of Airport Relationships on Airport Taxicab Planning Matters 
(Scale: 1 = Hostile, 3 = Cooperative, and 5 = Excellent) 
 Taxicab Operators Taxicab Drivers 
Transport 
Regulatory 
Agencies 
N 
Valid 51 50 49 
Missing 0 1 2 
Mean 3.6471 3.1800 4.2245 
Standard deviation .71620 .69076 .79753 
Sum 186.00 159.00 207.00 
 
Histograms were generated from data in Table 6-16 to identify any anomalous relationship 
patterns within the data. Distribution patterns generated from the airport respondents towards 
the taxicab operators (Figure 6-1), independent contractor taxicab drivers (Figure 6-2), and 
the outside transport regulatory agency (Figure 6-3) appeared consistent with the table. 
 
Figure 6-1: Histogram of US Airport Responses to Quality of Airport Relationships with Taxicab 
Operators on Airport Taxicab Planning Matters 
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Figure 6-2: Histogram of US Airport Responses to Quality of Airport Relationships with Taxicab Drivers 
on Airport Taxicab Planning Matters 
 
Figure 6-3: Histogram of US Airport Responses to Quality of Airport Relationships with Transport 
Regulatory Agencies on Airport Taxicab Planning Matters 
 
The high rating the respondent airports gave to the transport regulatory agencies regarding 
the quality of the relationship was not unexpected; they are both government entities who 
have shared regulatory responsibilities in overseeing the taxicab industry. While the quality 
of the relationships with the taxicab operators was not rated by the airport respondents as 
high as those with the outside transport regulatory agencies on airport taxicab planning 
matters, the airport respondents rated the quality of the relationships with the operators as 
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better than those with the legions of independent contractor drivers who directly interface 
with airport patrons in providing public taxicab services.  
Trust levels between the actors were also explored in the survey questions regarding airport 
taxicab planning activities. A Likert scale from 1 to 5 was used, with a score of 1 indicating 
no trust by the airport towards a particular actor, 5 representing complete trust by airport 
staff towards an actor, and 3 representing the midpoint or a neutral trust level towards an 
actor. The respondent airports, on average, rated their trust levels with the outside transport 
regulatory agencies as the highest, with a mean score of 4.2041. These airports also rated 
their trust levels with the taxicab operators above midpoint, with a mean score of 3.3137. 
However, the respondent airports gave a mean score of 2.8824, below the midpoint, to the 
independent contractor drivers (see Table 6-17).  
Table 6-17: Trust by the Airport Towards Specific Parties on Airport Taxicab Planning Matters 
(Scale: 1 = No Trust to 5 = Complete Trust) 
 Taxicab Operators Taxicab Drivers 
Transport 
Regulatory 
Agencies 
N 
Valid 51 51 49 
Missing 0 0 2 
Mean 3.3137 2.8824 4.2041 
Standard deviation .64777 .65260 .67637 
Sum 169.00 147.00 206.00 
 
From the histograms generated from the responses, the distribution patterns generated from 
the airport respondent responses (Figure 6-4 through 6-6) emerged as consistent with data 
outlined in Table 6-17. 
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Figure 6-4: Histogram of US Airport Responses to Trust in Airport Relationships with Taxicab Operators 
on Airport Taxicab Planning Matters 
 
Figure 6-5: Histogram of US Airport Responses to Trust in Airport Relationships with Taxicab Drivers on 
Airport Taxicab Planning Matters 
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The high trust levels identified by the respondent airports towards the transport regulatory 
agencies indicate that these airports, in airport taxicab planning matters, exhibit more trust with 
other governmental entities with shared taxicab oversight responsibilities. These airports also 
appear to have a positive trust level with the taxicab operators in forums dedicated to airport 
taxicab planning matters. The below-midpoint score given by the airport respondents with the 
independent contractor drivers indicate that these airports appear less trusting of the drivers in 
discussions or other exchanges involving airport taxicab planning issues.  
As to the respondent airports’ perception of the actors’ commitment towards continued dialogue, 
a Likert scale from 1 to 5 was used, with a score of 1 representing a weak commitment level, a 
score of 5 representing a strong commitment level, and a score of 3 representing a neutral 
commitment level. In the responses, the respondents, on average, rated the transport regulatory 
agencies at the highest commitment level, with a mean score of 3.9592, and the taxicab operators 
as having a commitment level above the midpoint at 3.5294. Again, the respondent airports rated 
Figure 6-6: Histogram of US Airport Responses to Trust in Airport Relationships with 
Transport Regulatory Agencies on Airport Taxicab Planning Matters 
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the commitment level of the independent contractor drivers below the midpoint with a score of 
2.8824 (see Table 6-18).  
Table 6-18: Commitment Strength Reported by US Airports for Specific Parties on Airport Taxicab 
Planning Matters 
(Scale: 1 = Weak to 5 = Strong) 
 Taxicab Operators Taxicab Drivers 
Transport 
Regulatory 
Agencies 
N 
Valid 51 51 49 
Missing 0 0 2 
Mean 3.5294 2.8824 3.9592 
Standard deviation .73083 .90878 .95674 
Sum 180.00 147.00 194.00 
 
The histograms generated from the airport responses towards the taxicab operators (Figure 6-7), 
independent contractor drivers (Figure 6-8), and outside regulatory agencies (Figure 6-9) 
emerged consistent with the data listed in Table 6-18.  
 
Figure 6-7: Histogram of US Airport Responses to Commitment by Taxicab Operators on Airport Taxicab 
Planning Matters 
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Figure 6-8: Histogram of US Airport Responses to Commitment by Taxicab Drivers on Airport Taxicab 
Planning Matters 
 
 
Figure 6-9: Histogram of US Airport Responses to Commitment by Transport Regulatory Agencies on 
Airport Taxicab Planning Matters 
 
The survey responses indicate that US airports appear to believe that the outside transport 
regulatory agencies and the taxicab operators are committed to working with airport staff on 
airport taxicab planning initiatives. In the case of the independent contractor drivers, the 
respondent airports appear from the data to not rate the legions of independent contractor drivers 
as being as committed to the interactive processes used by US airports in their airport taxicab 
planning decision-making processes. 
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The mutual learning or understanding of airport taxicab planning issues was also examined in the 
survey questionnaire. Again, a Likert scale of 1 to 5 was used to evaluate how the respondent 
airports viewed the amount of mutual learning among the various actors, with a score of 1 
representing no understanding or learning among actors, a score of 5 representing significant 
understanding or learning among the actors, and a midpoint score of 3 representing a neutral 
viewpoint on the part of the respondent airports. The responses reported in Table 6-19 indicate 
that on average, the outside transport regulatory agencies and the taxicab operators were seen by 
the respondent airports as experiencing some mutual learning or understanding on airport taxicab 
planning issues with airport staff, with mean scores of 3.711 and 3.600 given respectively. The 
independent contractor drivers received a lower sub-midpoint mean score of 2.9200 from the 
airport respondents on mutual learning or understanding on airport taxicab planning issues.   
Table 6-19: Understanding or Learning by US Airports between Airports and Groups on Airport Taxicab 
Planning Matters 
(Scale: 1 = No Understanding or Learning to 5 = Significant Understanding or Learning) 
 Taxicab Operators Taxicab Drivers 
Transport 
Regulatory 
Agencies 
N 
Valid 50 50 45 
Missing 1 1 6 
Mean 3.6000 2.9200 3.7111 
Standard deviation .78246 .98644 1.07919 
Sum 180.00 146.00 167.00 
 
 
Histograms were again run on this dataset to verify the findings in Table 6-19. Based on the 
SPSS generated histograms as to mutual learning or understanding with the taxicab operators 
(Figure 6-10), independent contractor drivers (Figure 6-11), and the outside transport regulatory 
agencies (Figure 6-12), the histograms appear to support with the data generated in Table 6-19. 
Chapter 6:  Survey Findings  
Kum L. (Dan) Wong – 31Jul13 Page 145 
 
Figure 6-10: Histogram of US Airport Responses to Mutual Understanding in Airport Relationships with 
Taxicab Operators on Airport Taxicab Planning Matters 
 
Figure 6-11: Histogram of US Airport Responses to Mutual Understanding in Airport Relationships with 
Taxicab Drivers on Airport Taxicab Planning Matters 
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Figure 6-12: Histogram of US Airport Responses to Mutual Understanding in Airport Relationships with 
Transport Regulatory Agencies on Airport Taxicab Planning Matters  
 
The results indicate that US airports perceive that mutual learning on the issues involved 
with airport taxicab planning activities occurs among the external transport regulatory 
agencies and the taxicab operators. However, these same respondents view the independent 
contractor drivers as experiencing less mutual learning with airport staff and the other actors 
in taxicab planning matters. 
Finally, the questionnaire surveyed the balance of power as seen by US airports between 
themselves and the other actors involved with airport taxicab planning activities. A Likert 
scale of -3 to +3 was used to measure the balance of power in the engagements involving 
airport taxicab planning matters, with a score of -3 indicating the airports dominate these 
interactions, a score of 0 that the actors have equal power, and a score of +3 that the other 
actor dominates the interactions. On average, the respondents rated the off-airport transport 
regulatory agencies as having a very slight advantage in the balance of power, with the 
airports having a mean score of .1020 in the engagements involving airport taxicab planning 
matters. The respondent airports indicated that they held more of the balance of power in 
their engagements with the taxicab operators and the independent contractor drivers, with 
mean scores of -1.0686 and -1.4600 being given respectively (see Table 6-20).  
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Table 6-20: Balance of Power in Interactions between Airports and Groups on Airport Taxicab Planning 
Matters 
(Scale: -3 = Airport Dominates, 0 = Equal Participation, and +3 = Group Dominates) 
 Taxicab Operators Taxicab Drivers 
Transport 
Regulatory 
Agencies 
N 
Valid 51 51 49 
Missing 0 0 2 
Mean -1.0686 -1.4600 .1020 
Standard deviation 1.44229 1.51469 .95674 
Sum -54.50 -73.00 194.00 
 
The histograms generated from the airport responses to the balance of power question for the 
taxicab operators (Table 6-13), independent contractor taxicab drivers (Table 6-14), and the 
outside transport regulatory agencies (Table 6-15) validates the information contained in 
Table 6-20. 
 
Figure 6-13: Histogram of US Airport Responses to Balance of Power in Airport Relationships with 
Taxicab Drivers on Airport Taxicab Planning Matters 
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Figure 6-14: Histogram of US Airport Responses to Balance of Power in Airport Relationships with 
Taxicab Drivers on Airport Taxicab Planning Matters 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6-15: Histogram of US Airport Responses to Balance of Power in Airport Relationships with 
Taxicab Drivers on Airport Taxicab Planning Matters 
 
The survey responses indicate that the respondent airports tend to see the outside transport 
regulatory agencies as having equal power, or slightly more power, in discussions and other 
interactions involving airport taxicab planning initiatives. On the other hand, these airports 
see themselves as having more power than both the taxicab operators and the independent 
contractor drivers in discussions and other forms of engagement involving airport taxicab 
planning activities. These findings suggest that US airports may be inclined to push forward 
airport taxicab planning initiatives that may not be fully supported by the taxicab operators 
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and drivers, as long as the outside transport regulatory agency supports the airport’s 
proposals. 
The US hub airports submitting completed survey questionnaires indicate the quality of the 
interactions or engagements involving airport taxicab planning issues is at least cooperative 
with the taxicab operators, independent contractor drivers, and the external transport 
regulatory agencies responsible for the licensing and regulation of taxicab services. As to the 
levels of trust, commitment, and mutual learning needed for mutually acceptable results from 
network interactions or engagements involving airport taxicab planning decisions that impact 
the traveling public, the respondent US airports consistently gave mean scores above the 
midpoint in all of these areas to their colleagues from the outside transport regulatory 
agencies and the taxicab operators. On the other hand, these airports consistently gave below 
midpoint mean scores in these same categories to the independent contractor drivers who 
provide airport taxicab services to the traveling public. Thus, the data may indicate that an 
open, participatory-based process undertaken by US airports and leading to the adoption and 
implementation of airport taxicab planning initiatives, is more likely to be influenced by the 
transport regulatory agencies and the taxicab operators, and less likely to be influenced by 
the legions of independent contractor drivers who ultimately determine the quality of 
customer services provided to airport taxicab patrons. 
6.5 GROUP INFLUENCE IN THE US AIRPORT DECISION-MAKING 
PROCESSES ON AIRPORT TAXICAB PLANNING ISSUES 
The survey questionnaire also examined the influence that selected groups have in decision-
making processes involving airport taxicab planning initiatives. This section summarizes the 
influence that taxicab operators, independent taxicab operators, and outside transport regulatory 
agencies have on US airport decision-making processes in taxicab planning issues. 
In assessing the influence of various groups in issues involving airport taxicab operations, a 
Likert scale of 1 to 5 was used, with 1 representing the least decision-making influence and 5 
representing the most decision-making influence. The respondent airports on average identified 
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that an airport’s senior management team has the most influence on decisions regarding 
operational aspects of airport taxicab planning matters, with a mean score of 4.5098, followed by 
the airport’s governing board, with a slightly lower mean score of 4.1633. As to the three actors 
responsible for the provision of airport taxicab services, the outside taxicab regulatory agency 
received a mean score of 3.4600, followed by the taxicab operators with a mean score of 3.1961. 
The independent contractor drivers who provide the customer services to airport taxicab patrons 
were rated by these respondent airports as having the least influence of all of the seven groups 
listed in Table 6-21, with a sub-midpoint mean score of 2.7647.  
Table 6-21: Influence on US Airport Decisions Regarding Operational or Procedural Issues Pertaining to 
Airport Taxicab Planning Matters 
(Scale: 1 = Least Likely to 5 = Most Likely) 
 
General 
Public 
Airport 
Board Airlines 
Airport 
Senior 
Management 
Taxicab 
Operators 
Taxicab 
Drivers 
Transport 
Regulatory 
Agencies 
N 
Valid 51 49 51 51 51 51 50 
Missing 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 
Mean 3.4706 4.1633 2.9608 4.5098 3.1961 2.7647 3.4600 
Standard 
deviation 1.10187 1.00720 .93725 .70349 .72165 1.14172 1.34331 
Sum 177.00 204.00 151.00 230.00 163.00 141.00 173.00 
 
Histograms generated from the airport responses to the influence of these various groups 
regarding operational issues (Figures 6-17 through 6-22) support the data summarized in Table 
6-21. 
Chapter 6:  Survey Findings  
Kum L. (Dan) Wong – 31Jul13 Page 151 
 
Figure 6-16: Histogram of General Public Influence in Operational Changes Impacting Airport Taxicab 
Services 
 
 
Figure 6-17: Histogram of Airport Board Influence in Operational Changes Impacting Airport Taxicab 
Services 
 
Figure 6-18: Histogram of Airline Influence in Operational Changes Impacting Airport Taxicab Services 
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Figure 6-19: Histogram of Senior Airport Management Influence in Operational Changes Impacting 
Airport Taxicab Services 
 
Figure 6-20: Histogram of Taxicab Operator Influence in Operational Changes Impacting Airport Taxicab 
Services  
 
Figure 6-21: Histogram of Taxicab Driver Influence in Operational Changes Impacting Airport Taxicab 
Services 
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Figure 6-22: Histogram of Transport Regulatory Agency Influence in Operational Changes Impacting 
Airport Taxicab Services 
As to the influence of the parties regarding airport taxicab economic issues (e.g., taxicab rates 
and charges), a Likert scale of 1 to 5 was used, with a score of 1 representing having the least 
influence, and a score of 5 representing having the most influence. On average, the airport’s 
senior management group was, again, seen by the respondents as having the most influence with 
a mean score 4.333, while the airport’s governing board receiving a score of 4.0833.  In terms of 
the three actors responsible for airport taxicab services, the outside transport regulatory agencies 
received the highest mean score of 3.2400 in terms of their influence involving economic issues. 
The taxicab operators and independent contractor taxicab drivers received sub-midpoint scores of 
2.9608 and 2.4706 respectively from the respondent US airports with respect to their influence in 
decisions involving economic-related taxicab planning matters (see Table 6-22). Again, the 
independent contractor drivers received the lowest of all other groups herein with regards to their 
influence on US airport taxicab planning initiatives.  
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Table 6-22: Influence on US Airport Decisions Regarding Economic Changes Pertaining to Airport 
Taxicab Planning Issues 
(Scale: 1 = Least Likely to 5 = Most Likely) 
 
General 
Public 
Airport 
Board Airlines 
Airport 
Senior 
Management 
Taxicab 
Operators 
Taxicab 
Drivers 
Transport 
Regulatory 
Agencies 
N Valid 51 48 51 51 51 51 50 
Missing 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 
Mean 3.2157 4.0833 2.8431 4.3333 2.9608 2.4706 3.2400 
Standard 
deviation 
1.28552 1.02798 1.02708 .73937 1.01903 1.15504 1.34862 
Sum 164.00 196.00 145.00 221.00 151.00 126.00 162.00 
 
The histograms generated in SPSS for the airport responses to the question regarding actor 
influence in economic changes related to airport taxicab planning issues (Figures 6-23 through 6-
29) emerged as validating the data contained in Table 6-22. 
 
 
Figure 6-23: Histogram of General Public Influence in Economic Changes Impacting Airport Taxicab 
Services 
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Figure 6-24: Histogram of Airport Governing Board in Economic Changes Impacting Airport Taxicab 
Services 
 
Figure 6-25: Histogram of Airlines in Economic Changes Impacting Airport Taxicab Services 
 
Figure 6-26: Histogram of Airport Senior Management in Economic Changes Impacting Airport Taxicab 
Services 
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Figure 6-27: Histogram of Taxicab Operators in Economic Changes Impacting Airport Taxicab Services 
 
 
Figure 6-28: Histogram of Taxicab Drivers in Economic Changes Impacting Airport Taxicab Services 
 
 
Figure 6-29: Histogram of Transport Regulatory Agencies in Economic Changes Impacting Airport 
Taxicab Services 
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Lastly, the US hub airports were asked in the survey questionnaire to rate the general influence of 
selected external or off-airport parties in airport taxicab planning initiatives, including the actors 
responsible for supplying airport taxicab services. For this analysis, the general public was 
included as a listed influencer, as virtually all US airports with commercial airline service are 
owned and operated by a governmental entity (Reimer and Putnam 2008). The airlines was listed 
as an influencer as they have veto power over both US airport capital and operating budgets, in 
return for guaranteeing the bonds and other financial instruments used by US airports to finance 
capital infrastructure development (Nichol 2007). A Likert scale was again used to measure the 
influence levels of individual selected external actors using a 1 to 5 scale, with a score of 1 
representing having the least influence in any decision-making process, and a score of 5 
representing having the most influence. On average, the general public was rated by airport 
respondents as the outside external entity having the highest influence on US airport decisions 
involving airport taxicab planning matters, with a mean score of 3.5098, with the taxicab 
operators scoring closely behind with a mean score of 3.4902. The off-airport transport 
regulatory agencies received a mean score of 3.3600 from the airport respondents, while the 
independent contractor taxicab drivers received a mean score of 3.0784. The airlines were 
considered by the airport respondents as having the least influence of any of the selected external 
parties on decisions involving airport taxicab planning issues, with a sub-midpoint mean score of 
2.9804 (see Table 6-23).  
Table 6-23: General Influence of Selected Outside Entities on US Airport Decisions Regarding Airport 
Taxicab Planning Issues 
(Scale: 1 = Least Likely to 5 = Most Likely) 
 
General 
Public Airlines 
Taxicab 
Operators 
Taxicab 
Drivers 
Transport 
Regulatory 
Agencies 
N 
Valid 51 51 51 51 50 
Missing 0 0 0 0 1 
Mean 3.5098 2.9804 3.4902 3.0784 3.3600 
Standard deviation 1.08393 .96933 .85726 1.11073 1.15635 
Sum 179.00 152.00 178.00 157.00 168.00 
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Histograms generated from SPSS were used to validate the data in Table 6-23 concerning airport 
ratings of the general influence of selected outside actors on decisions involving airport taxicab 
planning activities. Based on these histograms (Figures 6-30 through 6-34), no anomalies were 
found that would question the validity of the data in Table 6-23. 
 
Figure 6-30: Histogram of General Public Level of General Influence in Airport Decision-Making 
Processes Regarding Airport Taxicab Planning Initiatives 
 
Figure 6-31: Histogram of Airline Level of General Influence in Airport Decision-Making Processes 
Regarding Airport Taxicab Planning Initiatives 
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Figure 6-32: Histogram of Taxicab Operator Level of General Influence in Airport Decision-Making 
Processes Regarding Airport Taxicab Planning Initiatives 
 
 
Figure 6-33: Histogram of Taxicab Driver Level of General Influence in Airport Decision-Making 
Processes Regarding Airport Taxicab Planning Initiatives 
 
Figure 6-34: Histogram of Transport Regulatory Agency Level of General Influence in Airport Decision-
Making Processes Regarding Airport Taxicab Planning Initiatives 
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Based upon the results noted in Tables 6-21 and 6-22, the airport respondents identified that 
the most influential actor in taxicab planning issues involving operational and economic 
issues was the airport’s senior management team, with scores of 4.5098 and 4.3333 
respectively. These scores were slightly higher than the scores of 4.1633 and 4.0833 
respectively given to the airport’s governing board, who are legally delegated with the 
authority to undertake actions and policies on behalf of the airport. This could possibly 
signify either that the members of these airport governing boards entrust the development 
and eventual implementation of airport taxicab planning initiatives to the professionals 
serving on the airport’s senior management staff, or that these boards may be pre-occupied 
with other airport-related concerns that are considered more significant. This finding is 
worthy of further investigation, but it will not be covered in this research. 
Of the three actors who are directly responsible for the provision of airport taxicab services, 
the respondent US airports in Tables 6-21 and 6-22 appear to indicate that the outside 
transport regulatory agencies that license and regulate local taxicab services is the actor 
having the most influence on airport taxicab planning decisions involving operational and 
economic issues, with mean scores of 3.4600 and 3.2400 respectively. These airport 
respondents also noted that the taxicab operators have an influence as to the decision-making 
processes involving operational and economic issues in airport taxicab planning matters, 
with mean scores of 3.1961 and 2.9608 in that order. The airport respondents in Tables 6-21 
and 6-22 apparently consistently rated the independent contractor taxicab drivers who 
provide transportation services to airport patrons as having the least influence of the other 
actors in airport taxicab planning decisions involving operational and economic issues, 
receiving mean scores of 2.7647 and 2.4706 correspondingly. 
When airport governing boards and airport senior management results are removed from the 
analysis, as summarized in Table 6-23, the general public received the highest mean score of 
3.5098 from the US airport respondents for their general influence on decisions involving 
airport taxicab planning initiatives. Taxicab operators received a higher mean score of 
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3.4902 compared to the score of 3.3600 given to the outside transport regulatory agencies 
regarding their influence on airport taxicab planning decisions. Although the independent 
contractor drivers received a lower score of 3.0784 from the airport respondents in Table 
6-23, the airlines were ranked as having the least influence on airport taxicab planning 
decisions with a mean score of 2.9804. As to why the airlines, with their veto power over 
individual US airport capital and operating budgets, are perceived as having the least 
influence in US airport taxicab planning decisions involving both operational and economic-
related issues, this finding from the collected data is worthy of future investigation, but it 
will not be probed any further in this research. 
6.6 US AIRPORTS’ PERCEPTIONS OF OUTCOMES TO THE 
ENGAGEMENTS CONCERNING AIRPORT TAXICAB PLANNING 
ISSUES 
The survey questionnaire was used to explore how US hub airports viewed the outcomes the 
interactions with the taxicab operators, independent contractor drivers, and outside transport 
regulatory agencies in the decision-making processes regarding airport taxicab planning 
issues. The respondents reported that these engagements have achieved the development of 
working relationships and/or agreements with all of these actors regarding airport taxicab 
planning matters. A total of 90.2% of the respondents answered their interactions with the 
taxicab operators have achieved working arrangements and/or agreements in connection with 
airport taxicab planning issues. On the other hand, the use of these interactions by the 
respondents to achieve some form of consensus with the independent contractor drivers and 
outside transport regulatory agencies on taxicab planning matters was perceived as less 
successful, at 75.0% and 71.7% respectively (see Table 6-24). 
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Table 6-24: US Airport Achievement of Working Arrangements and/or Agreements on Airport Taxicab 
Planning Issues 
 Taxicab Operators Taxicab Drivers Transport Regulatory Agencies 
 Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Yes 46 90.2% 90.2% 36 70.6% 75.0% 33 64.7% 71.7% 
No 5 9.8% 9.8% 12 23.5% 25.0% 13 25.5% 28.3% 
Sub-
total 51 100.0% 100.0% 48 94.1% 100.0% 46 90.2% 100.0% 
Missing 
(did not 
answer) 
0 0.0%  3 5.9%  5 9.8%  
Total: 51 100.0%  51 100.0%  51 100.0%  
 
The respondent airports reported the successful use of their interactions, as well as a higher 
rate of satisfaction as to the perceived benefits from these engagements. A total of 100.0% of 
the respondent airports reported receiving benefits from their interactions with the taxicab 
operators. The interactions by the airports with the independent contractor drivers and 
outside transport regulatory agencies were also rated highly, with 88.6% and 80.4% 
respectively reporting benefits emanating from these engagements (see Table 6-25).   
Table 6-25: Benefits Perceived by US Airports on Interactions Regarding Airport Taxicab Planning Issues 
 Taxicab Operators Taxicab Drivers Transport Regulatory Agencies 
 Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Yes 47 92.2% 100.0% 39 76.5% 88.6% 41 80.4% 97.6% 
No 0 0.0% 0.0% 5 9.8% 11.4% 1 2.0% 2.4% 
Total 47 92.2% 100.0% 44 86.3% 100.0% 42 82.4% 100.0% 
Missing 
(Did not 
answer) 
4 7.8%  7 13.7%  9 17.6%  
Total: 51 100.0%  51 100.0%  51 100.0%  
 
The respondents also viewed the interactions with these actors regarding airport taxicab 
planning issues as positively benefitting the traveling public. Over 90% of the airports 
reported that these engagements with all three actors benefitted the traveling public. The 
interactions involving taxicab operators received the highest percentage (98.0%) on this 
issue. The interactions with both the independent contractor drivers and the outside transport 
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regulatory agencies also received high scores of 93.6% and 93.5% respectively (see Table 
6-26). 
However, the respondent US airports reported that the interactions or engagements 
concerning airport taxicab planning initiatives had less of an impact on increasing the air 
passenger taxicab modal share. As shown in Table 6-27, only 55.3% of the respondent 
airports believed that the interactions with the taxicab operators resulted in increasing air 
passenger taxicab usage. Compare that with only 52.3% of the respondent airports reporting 
that their engagements with the independent contractor drivers resulted in increased air 
passenger taxicab usage. As for interactions with the outside transport regulatory agencies, 
61.9% of the airport respondents did not believe that their interactions with these agencies 
contributed to increasing the air passenger ground transportation modal share. 
Table 6-26: US Airports Belief that Interactions Regarding Airport Taxicab Planning Issues Benefitted the 
Traveling Public 
 Taxicab Operators Taxicab Drivers Transport Regulatory Agencies 
 Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Yes 48 94.1% 98.0% 44 86.3% 93.6% 43 84.3% 93.5% 
No 1 2.0% 2.0% 3 5.9% 6.4% 3 5.9% 6.5% 
Total 49 96.1% 100.0% 47 92.2% 100.0% 46 90.2% 100.0% 
Missing 
(did not 
answer) 
2 3.9%  4 7.8%  5 9.8%  
Total: 51 100.0%  51 100.0%  51 100.0%  
 
Table 6-27: US Airports Belief that Interaction Contributed to Increased Air Passenger Use of Airport 
Taxicab Services 
 Taxicab Operators Taxicab Drivers Transport Regulatory Agencies 
 Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Yes 26 51.0% 55.3% 23 45.1% 52.3% 16 31.4% 38.1% 
No 21 41.2% 44.7% 21 41.2% 47.7% 26 51.0% 61.9% 
Total 47 92.2% 100.0% 44 86.3% 100.0% 42 82.4% 100.0% 
Missing 
(did not 
answer) 
4 7.8%  7 13.7%  9 17.6%  
Total: 51 100.0%  51 100.0%  51 100.0%  
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From the responses summarized in Tables 6-24 through 6-27, the respondent US hub airports 
reported that engagement efforts with these actors have resulted in airport taxicab planning 
initiatives that benefit the traveling public. However, the respondents did not report seeing 
these interactions as contributing towards increasing the air passenger taxicab, or overall 
ground transportation modal share. Nevertheless, the US airport respondents did report that 
the interactions with the actors responsible for the provision of airport taxicab services 
provided a benefit for the airports, including the achievement of working arrangements or 
agreements with these actors in airport taxicab planning activities.   
The survey questionnaire also queried the US airports as to how effective these interactions 
with the actors responsible for airport taxicab services are in avoiding or resolving inter-
group conflicts over taxicab planning issues. The use of a Likert scale from 1 to 5 was 
employed, with a rating of 1 equating to a weak belief, a rating of 5 equating to a strong 
belief, and the midpoint score of 3 representing neither a weak or strong belief. On average, 
the data obtained indicates that engagements to avoid or resolve conflicts over airport taxicab 
planning matters were most successful with the outside transport regulatory agencies, with 
the respondents giving a mean score of 4.0000. The interactions were seen as less useful with 
the taxicab operators, with a mean score of 3.5800. The interactions with independent 
contractor drivers were seen as the least effective in avoiding or resolving airport taxicab 
planning conflicts, with a mean score of 2.9200 (see Table 6-28).  
Table 6-28: Effectiveness of Interactions by US Airports in Avoiding or Resolving Conflicts with Specific 
Parties on Airport Taxicab Planning Issues 
(Scale: 1 = Weak and 5 = Strong) 
 Taxicab Operators Taxicab Drivers 
Transport 
Regulatory 
Agencies 
N 
Valid 50 50 48 
Missing 1 1 3 
Mean 3.5800 2.9200 4.0000 
Standard deviation .81039 .80407 .87519 
Sum 179.00 146.00 192.00 
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Histograms were generated in SPSS from the dataset used in Table 6-28 (Figures 6-35 to 6-
37). The resulting histograms do not identify any anomalies that would impact the 
interpretation of the data in Table 6-28 as to how the airport respondents rate the 
effectiveness of their interactions with the other actors to avoid or resolve conflicts in airport 
taxicab planning matters. 
 
Figure 6-35: Histogram on Effectiveness of Taxicab Operator Interactions in Conflict Resolution 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6-36: Histogram on Effectiveness of Taxicab Driver Interactions in Conflict Resolution  
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Figure 6-37: Histogram on Effectiveness of Transport Regulatory Agency Interactions in Conflict 
Resolution 
 
A Likert scale was also used to measure the effectiveness of formal and informal meetings 
between the airports and the actors in improving the quality and quantity of airport taxicab 
services. Using a 1 to 5 scale, with a score of 1 representing no effect, a score of 5 
representing essential, and the midpoint score of 3 representing neutral, the respondent 
airports, on average, rated the use of formal meetings with outside transport regulatory 
agencies as the most effective in the development of planning initiatives intended to improve 
the quality and quantity of taxicab services with a mean score of 3.6596. The use of formal 
meetings with taxicab operators was seen by the respondents as slightly less effective, with a 
mean score of 3.4000. The use of formal taxicab planning meetings with independent 
contractor drivers was reported by the respondents as being the least effective, with a below-
midpoint score of 2.9400 (see Table 6-29). 
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Table 6-29: Effectiveness of Formal Meetings by US Airports in Improving the Quantity and Quality of 
Airport Taxicab Services 
(Scale: 1 = No Effect to 5 = Essential) 
 Taxicab Operators Taxicab Drivers 
Transport 
Regulatory 
Agencies 
N 
Valid 50 50 47 
Missing 1 1 4 
Mean 3.4000 2.9400 3.6596 
Standard deviation 1.10657 1.09563 1.20283 
Sum 170.00 147.00 172.00 
 
Histograms (Figures 6-38 through 6-40) were generated from the airport responses to Table 
6-29 to validate the findings. The subsequent review of the histograms generated using SPSS 
validated the statistical data identified in Table 6-29. 
 
 
Figure 6-38: Histogram of Effectiveness of Formal Meetings with Taxicab Operators to Improve Taxicab 
Services 
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Figure 6-39: Histogram of Effectiveness of Formal Meetings with Taxicab Drivers to Improve Taxicab 
Services 
 
 
Figure 6-40: Histogram of Effectiveness of Formal Meetings with Transport Regulatory Agencies to 
Improve Taxicab Services 
 
As to the use of informal or ad hoc meetings, the US airport respondents, on average, 
reported that informal meetings with the outside transport regulatory agencies were, again, 
the most effective in achieving plans to increase the quality and quantity of taxicab services, 
with a mean score of 3.6818. The effectiveness of such meetings with the taxicab operators 
were seen by the respondents as slightly less effective with a mean score of 3.3830. The 
respondents saw the use of informal or ad hoc meetings with the independent contractor 
drivers as being the least effective with a mean score of 2.8750 in achieving airport taxicab 
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planning initiatives to improve the quantity and quality of taxicab services for airport patrons 
(see Table 6-30). 
Table 6-30: Effectiveness of Informal or Ad Hoc Meetings Convened by US Airports in Improving the 
Quantity and Quality of Airport Taxicab Services 
(Scale: 1 = No Effect to 5 = Essential) 
 Taxicab Operators Taxicab Drivers 
Transport 
Regulatory 
Agencies 
N 
Valid 47 48 44 
Missing 4 3 7 
Mean 3.3830 2.8750 3.6818 
Standard deviation .96804 1.06441 1.09487 
Sum 159.00 138.00 162.00 
 
The three histograms generated by the airport responses to the effectiveness of informal or 
ad hoc meetings in improving airport taxicab services (Figures 6-41 to 6-43) did not identify 
any anomalies that could invalidate the statistical data listed in Table 6-30. 
 
Figure 6-41: Histogram of Effectiveness of Ad Hoc Meetings with Taxicab Operators to Improve Taxicab 
Services 
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Figure 6-42: Histogram of Effectiveness of Ad Hoc Meetings with Taxicab Drivers to Improve Taxicab 
Services 
 
Figure 6-43: Histogram of Effectiveness of Ad Hoc Meetings with Transport Regulatory Agencies to 
Improve Taxicab Services 
 
As depicted in Tables 6-29 and 6-30, the respondent US hub airports consistently ranked 
both formal and informal engagements with the outside transport regulatory agencies as the 
most effective of interactions with all of the actors responsible for the achievement of airport 
taxicab planning initiatives calculated to improve the quantity and quality of these 
transportation services. The formal and informal interactions with the taxicab operators were 
seen by the respondents as less effective, but still a useful method in undertaking airport 
taxicab planning activities to increase the quantity and quality of airport taxicab services. 
The interactions with the independent contractor drivers in both formal and informal 
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engagements were viewed by the airport respondents as consistently being the least effective 
towards improving the quantity and quality of airport taxicab services, with mean scores 
falling below the midpoint. 
6.7 CHAPTER SUMMARY 
The 51 airports participating in the survey represented a collection of large, medium, and 
small hub airports located throughout the US. Both the number and the diverse makeup of 
the airports returning completed survey forms provide an assurance that the quantitative 
analysis and findings from the survey forms are likely to give an accurate picture of the 
taxicab planning practices used at US airports with commercial airline services. 
From the analysis of the survey data, these respondent airports apparently view themselves 
primarily as a financially self-supporting enterprise rather than either a public utility or a 
public agency. Functionally, airport taxicab planning activities are usually performed by 
management or staff within the unit responsible for airport operations. However, the 
likelihood of active participation by the airport’s senior management in airport taxicab 
planning activities is observed from the data to be higher at the smaller US hub airports (see 
Table 6-31). 
Table 6-31: Summary of Organizational Characteristics of US Airports Surveyed Undertaking Taxicab 
Planning Activities 
Airport staff, regardless of US airport ownership model, views themselves as operating and managing a public 
enterprise. 
Airport taxicab planning processes are primarily performed by business or public administrators, not transportation 
planners or logisticians within an airport operations department. 
Senior airport management participation in airport taxicab planning processes occurs primarily at the smaller US hub 
airports. 
 
Regardless, the staff performing airport taxicab planning functions apparently consist 
primarily of those with business or management-related degrees rather than those with either 
planning degrees or actual transportation industry experience. Therefore, airport taxicab 
planning activities are likely from the survey data to be viewed primarily by US airports as a 
function of the airport’s business activities. From this viewpoint, airport management would 
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rarely have to consider the socio-economic impacts that the deregulation of the US 
transportation industry has impacted in the provision of municipal taxicab services.   
US hub airports, regardless of their size or ownership type, appear from the survey data to 
routinely engage with taxicab operators, independent contractor drivers, and external 
transport regulatory agencies on airport taxicab planning matters. These engagements 
reportedly occur through both formal and informal (or ad hoc) meetings. The respondent 
airports reported being the primary initiator of any engagements with the other actors 
concerning airport taxicab planning issues. In addition to initiating the interactions, these 
airports reportedly usually controlled the forums in which the interactions with both taxicab 
operators and taxicab drivers occur in conjunction with airport taxicab planning initiatives. 
On the other hand, the airports reported a more balanced engagement between themselves 
and the external transport regulatory agencies, with both groups initiating meetings to 
discuss airport taxicab planning matters. The respondent airports consistently rated the 
independent contractor drivers, who actually provide the day-to-day taxicab services to the 
traveling public, as having the least influence in decisions involving airport taxicab planning 
issues. 
Factors fostering the use of network governance by US airports in decision-making 
processes involving airport taxicab planning issues were identified in the survey data as 
being the strongest with the outside transport regulatory agencies and the weakest with the 
independent contractor drivers. The factors that were examined in this research included the 
quality of the relationships among the various actors, the trust levels between the various 
parties, the trust levels between participants, the balance of power among the various groups, 
the understanding and learning among the members, and the commitment of the participants 
towards both continued on-going dialog and mutually acceptable outcomes. The respondent 
airports also reported having a higher chance of achieving working arrangements or 
agreements with the taxicab operators; however, these efforts were less successful with the 
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independent contractor drivers, and even less so with the external transport regulatory 
agencies. 
The US hub airports surveyed reported their belief that both the taxicab operators and 
outside transport regulatory agencies benefitted more from their engagements with the 
airport regarding airport taxicab planning issues than did the independent contractor drivers. 
These airports also indicated that their interactions with the other actors at both formal and 
informal (or ad hoc) meetings involving airport taxicab planning matters were only 
marginally effective in improving the quantity and quality of airport taxicab services. 
Nevertheless, the respondent airports noted that these engagements were, in their opinion, 
beneficial for the traveling public, although the contribution these interactions had towards 
increasing the air passenger ground transportation modal split was mixed. The effectiveness 
of these engagements towards avoiding or resolving conflicts involving airport taxicab 
planning matters were viewed by the airport respondents as being the most effective with the 
external transport regulatory agencies, less effective with the taxicab operators, and even less 
effective with the independent contractor drivers. 
Overall, the survey responses appear to highlight a practice by US airports to place less 
importance on involving the independent contractor taxicab drivers than either the taxicab 
operators or the outside transport regulatory agencies in the processes leading to decisions 
involving airport taxicab planning initiatives. The service quality provided by the 
independent contractor driver can be surmised to be a factor in an airport patron’s decision 
on whether to use a taxicab over the private automobile for their airport-based trips. Thus, 
airport transportation planning initiatives to foster supply-side transportation improvements 
that result in increases in the air passenger ground transportation modal share require a 
further examination. The additional examination is needed to expose the underlying factors 
that result in these airports placing less importance on the independent contractor driver 
participation and influence in airport taxicab planning decisions. The failure to uncover these 
underlying factors will result in lost opportunities to increase the airport ground 
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transportation modal share through the inability to develop mutually acceptable long-term 
supply-side taxicab service improvements (see Table 6-32). 
Table 6-32: Summary of Governance Structures Involved with US Airport Taxicab Planning Activities at 
Airports Surveyed 
US airports, regardless of their size, reported undertaking efforts to meet with the taxicab operators, independent 
contractor drivers, and the outside transport regulatory agencies regarding airport taxicab planning initiatives. 
US airports reported usually initiating the contacts with the taxicab operators, independent contractor drivers, and 
outside transport regulatory agencies regarding airport taxicab planning initiatives. 
US airports reported meeting most often with the taxicab operators on airport taxicab planning issues, followed by the 
outside transport regulatory agencies, and the independent contractor drivers. 
US airports reported dominating discussions regarding airport taxicab planning issues with the independent contractor 
drivers and the taxicab operators; discussions with the outside transport regulatory agencies were reported being more 
balanced. 
US airports reported the primary use of formal meetings with the outside transport regulatory agencies for discussions 
involving airport taxicab planning issues; informal meetings were reportedly used more often with the taxicab operators 
and independent contractor drivers. 
US airports reported the factors most conducive towards the development of networks involving airport taxicab 
planning activities are the most positive with their interactions with the outside transport regulatory agencies, and less 
positive with the taxicab operators; interactions with the independent contractor drivers were reportedly rated as 
negative. 
Internally, US airports reported that the senior airport management has slightly higher influence than the airport 
governing board in decisions involving airport taxicab planning issues. 
US airports reported that outside taxicab regulatory agencies has the most influence in decisions involving airport 
taxicab planning initiatives, with the independent contractor drivers who provide the service to the public have the least 
influence. 
US airports report that interactions involving airport taxicab planning issues result in better airport taxicab services 
provided to the traveling public; but these interactions have not resulted in and increased air passenger ground 
transportation modal share. 
 
The following chapter will use case studies to explore why US airports have failed to bestow 
the independent contractors operating taxicabs with an appropriate level of influence or 
power in the decision-making processes involving airport taxicab planning initiatives. 
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Chapter 7:  Qualitative Interview and Case 
Study Findings 
This chapter summarizes the findings from the qualitative portions of the mixed methods 
research identified in Chapter 5. In this research, the qualitative research methods consisted 
of on-site interviews with airport management at selected US hub airports, and a review of 
airport documents. The data extracted from these methods resulted in the case studies 
addressing the remaining research questions involving effective governance structures, 
barriers to further advancements, and opportunities for future progress by US airports in 
fostering supply side taxicab service improvements. Qualitative research methods have 
previously been used to identify industry best practices (Cassell et al. 2001), barriers or 
constraints impeding systemic improvements (Meurer et al. 2007), and opportunities for 
better outcomes (Severson et al. 2011). The resulting case studies will provide the material to 
answer the remaining research questions. 
7.1 FRAMEWORK IN ANALYZING AIRPORT TAXICAB PLANNING 
GOVERNANCE STRUCTURES AND PROCESSES  
From the criteria set forth in Section 5.5 of Chapter 5, a total of three US hub airports were 
chosen as case studies for this research. The airports agreeing to participate in this research were: 
Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood International Airport, owned and operated by the Broward County 
Board of County Commissioners; Orlando International Airport, owned and operated by the 
Greater Orlando Airport Authority; and San Francisco International Airport, owned and operated 
by the City and County of San Francisco. 
Research involving governance theory necessitates an examination of the processes leading 
towards a decision or outcome, as well as the participation of outside parties in the decision-
making process (Kooiman 2003). Within a democratic government, stakeholder and public 
participation is a critical element in any final decisions involving contemporary planning issues, 
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including subsequent decisions related to the implementation of such plans (Smiley et al. 2010). 
As US airports with commercial airline services are virtually all publicly-owned enterprises, this 
research, through the use of governance theory, will examine the participation of the taxicab 
operators, the independent contractor drivers, and the outside transport regulatory agencies in 
decisions involving airport taxicab planning initiatives. 
Given the three primary US airport ownership models (Reimer and Putnam 2009), this research 
will examine whether the ownership model of a particular airport has an impact on the levels of 
participation and influence that each of the named actors has in decisions involving airport 
taxicab planning initiatives to increase the air passenger ground transportation modal share 
through supply-side taxicab service improvements. Specifically, do city-owned airports 
experience higher levels of participation and interaction by the various actors on taxicab planning 
issues, given the political nature in which traditional municipal governments operate, as 
compared to independent airport authorities that are designed to be operated more as a public 
enterprise with increased insulation from political influences (Walsh 1978)?  The data collected 
and analysed in this research were designed to query: the forums in which decisions are made 
regarding airport taxicab planning matters; the participation of the actors in discussions involving 
supply-side service improvements calculated to increase air passenger taxicab usage; and the 
influence of the actors in relation to outcomes or decisions resulting from the decision-making 
process. 
7.2 BACKGROUND OF CASE STUDY AIRPORTS 
The three US hub airports used as case studies in this research were chosen by: their completion 
of a survey questionnaire; answers in their responses indicating that they have, or are in the 
process of implementing, planning policies that directly or indirectly address increased air 
passenger usage of taxicabs as an airport ground transportation mode; their agreement to 
participate in a semi-structured interview session; and their provision of supporting documents to 
confirm the veracity of the statements made in the interviews. From the responses to the 
interview questions and the documents provided by the participating airports, case studies were 
Chapter 7:  Qualitative Interview and Case Study Findings  
Kum L. (Dan) Wong – 31Jul13 Page 177 
developed that highlighted their interactions, or governance processes, with the actors necessary 
to provide their air passengers with taxicab services. The unique nature in which each case study 
airport undertakes airport taxicab planning activities is documented, including an overview of the 
airport as a government institution, and the statutory underpinnings that limit the airport in any 
efforts to undertake planning initiatives involving airport taxicab services. Other governance 
studies have examined institutional arrangements and processes that are used in decision-making 
processes (Adger et al. 2003). Through the uncovering of the engagements among the actors at 
each case study airport, an analysis of the case studies offers a better understanding of the 
transportation planning efforts necessary to provide airport patrons with taxicab services.  
7.2.1 SAN FRANCISCO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
San Francisco International Airport (SFO) is owned by the City and County of San Francisco. 
The San Francisco City Charter delegated SFO’s policy-making functions to a separate Airport 
Commission, whose members are appointed by the Mayor of San Francisco to staggered four-
year terms (San Francisco International Airport 2012). However, the City Charter specifically 
delegates the day-to-day operational functions to an Airport Director appointed by the 
Commission (San Francisco International Airport 2012). SFO is located eight nautical miles 
southeast of downtown San Francisco in San Mateo County (Federal Aviation Administration 
2012). In 2009, SFO was ranked by FAA as the 10th busiest US hub airport, with 18,467,908 
enplaned passengers (Federal Aviation Administration 2010) and a total of 280,958 annual air 
carrier flight operations, or nearly 770 per day (San Francisco International Airport 2010).    
7.2.2 FORT LAUDERDALE-HOLLYWOOD INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood International Airport (FLL) is operated by the Broward County 
Aviation Department (BCAD) under the auspices of the Broward County Board of County 
Commissioners.  BCAD is responsible for the day-to-day management and operations needs 
(Broward County Board of County Commissioners 2011). Located 3 miles from downtown Fort 
Lauderdale with over 740 commercial flights daily (City of Fort Lauderdale, Florida), FLL was 
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ranked the 23rd largest US hub airport in 2009, with 10,258,118 enplanements (Federal Aviation 
Administration 2010).  
7.2.3 ORLANDO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
Orlando International Airport (MCO) is owned and operated by the Greater Orlando Aviation 
Authority. The Authority was created by the State of Florida in 1975 to oversee aviation 
operations at MCO and a second general aviation airport (Greater Orlando Aviation Authority 
2012). The Board of Directors consist of the Mayors of Orlando and Orange County, and five 
other members appointed by the Governor of Florida and confirmed by the Florida State Senate; 
together, they oversee the Authority’s affairs (Greater Orlando Aviation Authority 2012). Day-to-
day management of MCO is delegated to the Executive Director, who is appointed by the 
Authority’s Board of Directors (Greater Orlando Aviation Authority). As of 2010, a total of 33 
commercial airlines operated scheduled services at MCO, with nearly 285,000 commercial 
flights operating annually (Greater Orlando Aviation Authority. 2011). The FAA in 2009 ranked 
MCO as the 13th busiest US hub airport with 16,371,016 enplanements (Federal Aviation 
Administration 2010). 
7.3 TAXICAB SYSTEMS AT THE CASE STUDY AIRPORTS 
A description of the taxicab systems in use at the case study airports is essential to provide 
background information from which to understand the environment and process in which US 
airport taxicab planning activities are undertaken. The examination of an institution, its systems, 
and the historical context in which these systems are viewed by the public are also useful in 
governance research (Adger et al. 2003).  
7.3.1 SAN FRANCISCO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
Taxicabs for hire at SFO are dispatched from a system of holding lots (Cab College 2012), with 
customers boarded in designated taxicab loading zones on the arrivals level roadway fronting 
each of the four terminal buildings, adjacent to the airline baggage claim areas (San Francisco 
International Airport 2012). SFO project that approximately 1,320,000 taxicab trips would be 
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generated by the airport in the fiscal year commencing July 1, 2010 (San Francisco International 
Airport). All taxicabs licensed by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency are 
permitted to pick up passengers at SFO (San Francisco Airport Commission 2009). A total of 31 
taxicab operators with 1,494 taxicab medallions (as of September 29, 2011) are authorized to 
operate within the City and County of San Francisco and at SFO (San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency 2012). Airport taxicab dispatching services are provided by a third-party 
contractor, under contract with SFO, who provides dispatching services to airport shared-ride van 
and limousine operators (San Francisco Airport Commission). Effective July 1, 2011, taxicab 
drivers are assessed a $4.00 trip fee for all airport taxicab pickups, with either a free or reduced 
trip fee if the driver subsequently returns to the airport within a specified time period (San 
Francisco International Airport 2012). Additional fees are charged by SFO to independent 
contractor drivers and taxicab operators, including the issuance of replacement electronic taxicab 
dispatch system access cards and periodic taxicab vehicle safety inspections (San Francisco 
International Airport 2012). 
SFO has historically experienced highly congested terminal roadways during peak periods, due 
to the short distances between SFO’s terminal buildings and the regional freeway system serving 
the airport (US Department of Transportation 1986). In response, SFO staff has long undertaken 
transportation planning efforts to improve airport accessibility through increases in both the 
supply and demand of airport ground transportation services.  SFO staff have worked with a 
number of local and regional governmental agencies, including the San Francisco Bay Area 
Rapid Transit District (BART), culminating in the San Francisco Airports Commission adopting 
Resolution 83-0339 in 1983; this endorsed the concept of extending BART service 8.7 miles 
from Colma to SFO (Aganon 1995). SFO staff also unilaterally undertook promotional efforts, 
including having airport volunteers provide ground transportation information, installing 
information displays in both the airport’s baggage claim and ground transportation loading zones, 
and testing a prototype computerized ground transportation information kiosk to increase the air 
passenger ground transport mode split (US Department of Transportation 1986). SFO public 
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parking rates were later increased from 1988 to discourage the use of the private automobile by 
the traveling public (Aganon 1995). A free shuttle was later established by SFO in 1992 between 
the airport and a nearby CalTrain to promote the use of rail transport modes by airport patrons 
(Aganon 1995). In 1993, SFO funded a multi-year media campaign to promote airport ground 
transportation services to SFO patrons, and established dedicated airport ground information 
booths in the airport’s baggage claim areas (Aganon 1995). In 1995, the ground transportation 
information booths were supplemented with a nationwide toll-free ground transportation 
telephone number to disseminate SFO ground transportation information (Aganon 1995). The 
culmination of these programs was the 1996 adoption of Resolution No. 96-0067 by the San 
Francisco Airports Commission giving both private and public ground transportation modes a 
priority in the development of new airport terminal facilities (San Francisco Airports 
Commission 1996).   
Significant efforts were previously made by SFO staff to increase both airport ground 
transportation options, and demand for ground transportation services by the traveling public. 
Improvements to the quality of airport taxicab services provided to the public were achieved 
through the creation of a taxicab dispatching system utilizing the airport’s existing computerized 
parking control system, as well as the formal establishment of an airport regulatory scheme to 
create and enforce rules directed at ground transportation operations (US Department of 
Transportation 1986). In 1998 and 1999, meetings were convened by SFO staff with 
representatives from the ground transportation industry and employee labor unions in September 
and October 1998 (Brazil 1998), as well as August 1999 (San Francisco Airport Commission 
1999); the objective was to consolidate all existing ground transportation dispatching programs 
into a Curbside Management Program, whereby a single third-party contractor would handle all 
airport dispatching services (San Francisco Airport Commission 1999). The intent of the 
Curbside Management Program was to increase the level of customer service provided in the 
ground transportation loading zones. In turn, the improved customer service provided to airport 
patrons in the loading zones would foster long term increases in the air passenger ground 
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transportation modal split (Martin 1999, San Francisco Airport Commission 1998). In a May 
2012 meeting of the San Francisco Airport Commission, Airport Director John L. Martin 
publically acknowledged both SFO’s Transit First Policy for eliminating vehicular congestion on 
the airport’s terminal roadways, and the Curbside Management Program for having the highest 
transit ridership of any US airport (San Francisco Airport Commission 2012). 
7.3.2 FORT LAUDERDALE-HOLLYWOOD INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
FLL generates approximately 540,000 departing taxicab trips annually (Jacobs Consultancy 
2010). Taxicabs at FLL compete with other ground transportation modes, including charter 
buses, courtesy shuttles, pre-arranged limousines, and shared-ride vans (Jacobs Consultancy 
2010). FLL’s taxicab concessionaire dispatched 653 taxicabs in 2011 from seven taxicab 
operators, including those operated by the concessionaire, who is the largest taxicab operator in 
Broward County, to the terminal’s curbside loading zones using a 120 space on-airport holding 
lot (Jacobs Consultancy 2010; Sharpton Brunson and Company 2007). One independent taxicab 
was dispatched out of the airport’s holding lot for every seven taxicabs operated by the taxicab 
concessionaire (Sharpton Brunson and Company 2007). All Broward County taxicabs are 
licensed and regulated by the Broward County Permitting, Licensing and Consumer Protection 
Division (Broward County Office of the County Auditor 2007). However, FLL taxicab operating 
permits are issued by the airport only to the taxicab concessionaire’s vehicles and to other 
Broward County taxicabs that have voluntarily registered with the concessionaire to operate 
airport-approved vehicles at FLL on an annual basis (Broward County Office of the County 
Auditor 2007). 
Broward County does not have a formal policy giving airport ground transportation operators 
preferential treatment at FLL to increase the air passenger ground transportation modal split in an 
effort to reduce automobile traffic. However, BCAD staff raised the need for changes in the 
airport taxicab system to improve FLL taxicab services to the traveling public. Sharpton Brunson 
and Company, P.A. (SBC) was retained by BCAD to examine the existing taxicab system and 
identify areas for customer service improvements. In a March 2007 report, SBC recommended 
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the continued use of a taxicab concession agreement with new customer service provisions 
including mandatory credit cards acceptance by all FLL taxicabs, increasing taxicab driver 
compensation through the replacement of the existing 7:1 concessionaire to independent taxicab 
dispatching ratio system with a ‘first in-first out’ taxicab dispatching system to reduce non-
revenue waiting times in the holding lot, and replacing taximeter rates with flat-rate zone fares 
for trips departing from FLL (Sharpton Brunson and Company 2007). The Broward County 
Auditor subsequently submitted a May 2007 report reviewing the financial implications of both 
county employees operating the FLL taxicab dispatching system, and issuing a new taxicab 
concession agreement (Broward County Office of the County Auditor 2007).   
BCAD was authorized on June 19, 2007 to issue a Metered Taxi Concession Request for Letters 
of Interest that would result in a new airport taxicab concession agreement (George 2011). This 
process was undertaken twice, with the selection committee rejecting all of the proposals both 
times (George 2011). On January 24, 2008, BCAD staff was authorized to issue a new Ground 
Transportation Management Services Request for Letters of Interest for a third party 
management firm to provide taxicab dispatching and other ground transportation management 
functions. As before, on September 29, 2009, the selection committee rejected all of the 
proposals (George 2011). BCAD then, at the direction of the Board, hired Jacobs Consultancy to 
undertake a comprehensive review of FLL’s entire ground transportation program (George 
2011). The resulting April 2010 report listed a number of recommendations, including raising 
airport taxicab standards above current Broward County levels, permitting all Broward County 
taxicabs that comply with airport standards to pickup FLL customers, retaining a contractor to 
oversee all FLL taxicab operations, and assessing trip fees for all FLL pickups (Jacobs 
Consultancy 2010).  
Following release of the April 2010 report, BCAD staff conducted a number of open stakeholder 
meetings to get input into a new FLL ground transportation program. Individual meetings were 
also convened with the Broward County Permitting, Licensing and Consumer Protection 
Division who license and regulate taxicabs, Port Everglades who operates the nearby cruise ship 
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terminal facilities, and FLL’s ground transportation industry groups (Broward County Aviation 
Department 2011). Comments from these meetings led BCAD to submit a new proposal to the 
Board on February 1, 2011 for a FLL ground transportation program (George 2011).  The Board 
directed BCAD staff to explain the proposed changes, the impacts of the proposed changes on 
taxicab operators and individual taxicab drivers, and verify the financial information pertaining to 
an automated vehicle identification (AVI) system for the in assessment of airport ground 
transportation vehicle trip fees (George 2011).  BCAD staff reported their findings to the Board’s 
concerns on April 18, 2011 (George 2011). On May 3, 2011, BCAD staff was directed to issue a 
Request for Proposal (RFP) for Ground Transportation Management Services at the Fort 
Lauderdale-Hollywood International Airport and Port Everglades, allowing existing ground 
transportation operators to submit a proposal (Broward County Board of County Commissioners 
2011). 
A request for proposals (RFP) was subsequently issued to obtain a firm to manage the Ground 
Transportation Program at FLL and Port Everglades (Broward County Board of County 
Commissioners 2011). The evaluation committee again rejected all of the proposals on 
September 22, 2011 declaring that five of the seven submittals were non-responsive, and the 
remaining two proposals made the process non-competitive. The Board, at their November 1, 
2011 meeting, rejected the evaluation committee’s decision and directed BCAD staff to negotiate 
with the single remaining proposer, SP Plus Curbside Management Joint Venture, consisting of 
the incumbent FLL taxicab concessionaire and a national parking services operator, to operate 
the new program (Broward County Board of County Commissioners 2011). Public or ‘sunshine’ 
meetings were subsequently conducted to negotiate a contract on November 9, 10, 14 and 22, 
2011, attended by the proposed contractor and staff from other Broward County departments, 
including the County Attorney, the Office of Economic and Small Business Development, the 
Permitting, Licensing and Consumer Protection Division, and the Risk Management Division. 
The Board, at their December 13, 2011 meeting, ratified the terms of the final contract, with the 
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services listed in Table 7-1 to be implemented by the contractor at FLL starting May 1, 2012 
(Broward County Board of County Commissioners 2011). 
Table 7-1: FLL Ground Transportation Contractor Duties and Responsibilities 
Register all commercial vehicles and operators providing ground transportation services at FLL into the new FLL 
Ground Transportation Program. 
Affix all commercial vehicles and operators providing ground transportation services at FLL with an electronic tag 
whereby airport trips are automatically recorded and trip fees electronically assessed. 
Collect trip fees from the commercial operators providing ground transportation services at FLL; train all new operators 
and drivers as to the new FLL Ground Transportation Program. 
Dispatch multiple taxicab companies collectively from the holding lot to the terminal loading zones. 
Provide credit card clearing house services as needed. 
Staff all commercial vehicle holding lots, including taxicab holding lots and specifically assigned passenger loading 
zones fronting the various FLL terminal buildings. 
Organize bus assignments to designated passenger loading zones during peak charter bus activity periods. 
Staff a designated terminal curbside loading zone at each FLL terminal for shared ride vans and limousines for active 
loading of passengers only. 
Staff ground transportation information booths at locations to be determined by BCAD. 
 
In the case of FLL, the airport taxicab marketplace has undergone significant changes. Political 
pressures applied by the other Broward County taxicab operators and drivers were sufficient to 
replace a well-established airport taxicab concession system, operated by the largest taxicab 
operator in Broward County, with a taxicab dispatching system operated by a third-party 
contractor, whereby all Broward County taxicabs meeting FLL taxicab standards could pickup 
airport patrons. However, the existing airport taxicab concessionaire was able to exercise their 
political influence successfully to become a joint-venture partner in the new Ground 
Transportation Management Services contract regulating all FLL ground transportation services. 
Although the new program is scheduled to commence on May 1, 2012, the political environment 
in which taxicabs operate at FLL was observed by the staff as undergoing significant changes 
that may, in time, be more profound than the changes in the airport’s taxicab dispatching system. 
7.3.3 ORLANDO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
MCO generated 642,039 annual taxicab trips for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2011 (Greater 
Orlando Aviation Authority 2011). Taxicabs at MCO operate in the airport’s commercial lanes 
alongside charter buses, hotel courtesy shuttles, off-airport rental car and parking courtesy 
shuttles, on-airport parking lot courtesy shuttles, out-of-town shuttles, public transit, and shared-
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ride vans (Greater Orlando Aviation Authority 2010). All taxicabs for hire at MCO are licensed 
by the Orlando Police Department – Vehicle for Hire Section, pursuant to Section 55.05 of the 
Orlando City Code (City of Orlando, Florida 2007). Taxicabs for hire must also possess a T-C 
permit issued by MCO, pursuant to Sections 3.2.2.1 and 3.4.8 of the Orlando International 
Airport’s Ground Transportation Rules and Regulations (Greater Orlando Aviation Authority 
1998). However, each taxicab operator licensed by the City of Orlando is limited a maximum of 
75% of their operating fleet permitted to operate at MCO, pursuant to Section 3.8.1 of the 
Orlando International Airport’s Ground Transportation Rules and Regulations (Greater Orlando 
Aviation Authority 1998). As of January 1, 2012, a total of 444 taxicabs licensed by six taxicab 
operators are allowed to dispatch taxicabs to MCO’s commercial lanes (Greater Orlando 
Aviation Authority 2011). Taxicabs are dispatched from a remote holding lot to the MCO 
terminal commercial lanes, with dispatching services being provided by Orlando’s largest taxicab 
operator, Mears Transportation Group. MCO is provided with monthly reports from Mears 
detailing the number of trips and percentage of taxicab trips dispatched by each taxicab operator 
(Mears Transportation Group Inc. 2011). Each taxicab operator is required to pay an airport 
privilege fee and a taxicab starter fee, pursuant to Section 8.1 of the Orlando International 
Airport’s Rules and Regulations (Greater Orlando Aviation Authority 1998). As of November 
2011, the taxicab privilege fee was $3.00 and the taxicab starter fee was $1.15 per dispatched 
taxicab trip (Greater Orlando Aviation Authority 2011). 
As with FLL, MCO has not formally adopted a transit first policy giving airport ground 
transportation modes preferential treatment to reduce landside-generated vehicle traffic volumes. 
However, dedicated roadways for commercial vehicles with specified ground transportation 
loading zones located adjacent to the terminal buildings were integrated into the design of the 
existing MCO terminal complex (Greater Orlando Airport Authority 2010). The airport relies 
upon the City of Orlando’s taxicab regulatory requirements for operators and their drivers to 
provide a high quality transportation service to airport patrons, including: Section 55.08(a) which 
requires a taxicab permit holder to have a business office that is open 24 hours a day to answer 
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telephone calls; Section 55.09, which require each taxicab to meet minimum safety and 
equipment standards; and Section 55.10, which institutes a dress code for all taxicab drivers (City 
of Orlando, Florida 2007). 
Between 2004 and 2005, annual taxicab trips from MCO had declined from 501,521 to 474,202, 
a 5.5% decrease (Greater Orlando Aviation Authority 2011). At the same time, air passenger 
enplanements increased 8.66% from 15,270,347 to 16,592,133 (Federal Aviation Administration 
2006). MCO staff internally surmised that significant numbers of arriving passengers that would 
have taken taxicabs and other authorized ground transportation modes were being illegally 
solicited in the airport by 50 registered out of town shuttle operators to locations within the City 
of Orlando (Brantley 2006). On January 7, 2006, volunteers from various MCO departments 
implemented a special MCO ground transportation enforcement project targeting out of town 
shuttle drivers who were illegally soliciting airport patrons (Brantley 2006). Supported by the 
Orlando Police Department, this special enforcement effort resulted in a 52% reduction of out of 
town shuttle permit holders within the first 12 days of the enforcement project (Brantley 2006). 
By January 26, 2006, over 30 out of the 50 original out of town shuttle operators ceased 
operating at MCO, with many of these drivers reportedly operating airport-permitted taxicabs 
(Brantley 2006). 
The original project was to last a total of 6 weeks (Brantley 2006). However, positive outcomes 
from the project, including reduced illegal solicitation activities and fewer patron complaints 
regarding service provided by these transportation operators, led to the program’s initial 
extension through April 1, 2006 (Brantley 2006). By October 31, 2006, a total of 2 full time and 
2 part-time ground transportation enforcement positions were permanently added to the airport’s 
operating budget (Brantley 2006). Taxicab trips departing from MCO increased the following 
year to 616,554, a 14.5% increase in 2007 (Greater Orlando Aviation Authority 2011). The US 
economic recession has adversely impacted MCO enplanements, but MCO staff believes that the 
continuation of this program has led to a record 642,039 taxicab trips generated from the MCO in 
Fiscal Year 2010-2011 (Greater Orlando Aviation Authority 2011). 
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7.4 GOVERNANCE STRUCTURES AND PROCESSES USED TO 
IMPROVE TAXICAB SERVICES 
On-site interviews were conducted in this research to identify governance structures and 
processes used by each case study airport that resulted in improved taxicab services. 
Representatives from the case study airports were asked a series of semi-structured questions, 
documented in Appendices C and D relating to planning initiatives undertaken that resulted in 
increases in the air passenger ground transportation modal split. 
The responses from the representatives for the three case study airports were analyzed to 
determine whether there were any differences in their governance interactions or engagements 
that could be attributed to the airport’s ownership model (i.e., city-owned, county-owned, and 
independent authority). Interviewees were subsequently given a copy of the transcript generated 
from their interview to review and edit their responses. Once each interviewee approved their 
respective interview transcript, Leximancer software (Release 4.0) was used to extract a listing of 
high level key themes and word-like concepts (Smith and Humphreys 2006) to assist in the 
identification of the governance structures and processes used to develop transportation planning 
initiatives involving airport taxicab services that resulted in increases of the air passenger ground 
transportation modal split. 
7.4.1 SAN FRANCISCO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
The representative from the city-owned airport (SFO) stated the following regarding the 
governance structures and processes pertaining to their airport’s taxicab planning efforts: 
“...the bottom line is that we want a high level of service to the customer and 
operate the taxi operation that is fair to industry and the drivers. The 
regulatory agencies are there to ensure that customers are receiving a high 
level of service, and that the operators and drivers are treated fairly and 
reasonably. We try to work with a level of transparency and openness where 
we can hear from the industry including companies and drivers on their 
concerns and try to make the operation better. They can hear our concerns 
and respect and address those concerns we have...” 
The answer from the SFO representative identified a focus towards creating a decision-making 
environment in which airport taxicab planning issues are openly discussed among all of the 
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actors responsible for the provision of SFO taxicab services. From these discussions, airport 
taxicab planning initiatives, such as SFO’s Transit First Policy, are presented to the San 
Francisco Airport Commission in a public forum for further discussion, resulting in a final 
decision by the Commission on the proposed initiative. 
The SFO representative noted the following in their interview regarding the participation among 
the actors responsible for airport taxicab services pertaining to the airport’s network activities 
with the taxicab operators: 
“...I used to have more interaction with the taxicab companies. I have had 
none in the past few years...” 
While the SFO representative reportedly did not have any direct interaction with the taxicab 
operators, the transcript of the SFO representative’s responses to questions involving taxicab 
operator involvement in airport taxicab planning activities was entered into Leximancer to isolate 
key themes and concepts. Leximancer generated the list of key themes of “various” and 
“industry” from the transcript with the SFO representative’s responses; the program also listed 
and ranked from the transcript the word-like concepts of “various”, “operators”, “issues”, “time”, 
“industry”, and “concerns” (see Table 7-2). 
Table 7-2: SFO Interview Key Themes and Ranked Concepts – Involvement of Taxicab Operators in Airport 
Taxicab Planning Activities 
Themes Ranked Word-Like Concepts 
Various (100% Connectivity) Various – Count = 5 (100% Relevance) 
Industry (25% Connectivity) Operators – Count = 4 (80% Relevance) 
 Issues – Count = 3 (60% Relevance) 
 Time – Count = 3 (60% Relevance) 
 Industry – Count = 2 (40% Relevance) 
 Concerns – Count = 2 (40% Relevance) 
 
Using the list of key themes and ranked word-like concepts generated by Leximancer from the 
SFO representative’s response to questions involving taxicab operator involvement in airport 
taxicab planning activities, the concepts of “various”, “operators”, and “industry” combined with 
the key themes of “various” and “industry” can be factored together to identify the taxicab 
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operators as a collective group in SFO’s airport taxicab planning activities. The addition of the 
other identified word-like concepts of “issues”, “time”, and “concerns” result in the following 
interpretation of the SFO representative: the taxicab operators’ issues and concerns over time are 
included in deliberations involving airport taxicab planning initiatives. 
The SFO representative stated in their interview that the independent contractor drivers who 
provide airport taxicab services focus on the impacts any airport taxicab planning proposals may 
have on their income. On the subject of proposals for airport taxicab trip fee increases, the SFO 
representative stated: 
“...when we raised taxicab trip fees for the drivers, the drivers protested. I’ve 
had to engage with the drivers a lot to reach an agreement on fee increases...”  
Regarding other issues with the taxicab drivers, the SFO representative noted: 
“...the drivers are probably demanding more and are more sensitive on the 
issues...” 
The SFO representative’s transcribed responses to questions regarding independent contractor 
driver involvement in airport taxicab planning activities were entered into Leximancer for 
processing. The software generated the following as key themes from the SFO answers: 
“contractors” and “recall”. The software also generated the following list of ranked word-like 
concepts: “contractors”, “fair”, “drivers”, “operation”, “level”, “recall”, and “time” (see Table 
7-3).  
Table 7-3: SFO Interview Key Themes and Ranked Concepts – Involvement of Independent Contractor 
Drivers in Airport Taxicab Planning Activities 
Themes Ranked Word-Like Concepts 
Contractors (100% Connectivity) Contractors – Count = 4 (100% Relevance) 
Recall (15% Connectivity) Fair – Count = 4 (100% Relevance) 
 Drivers – Count = 4 (100% Relevance) 
 Operation – Count = 3 (75% Relevance) 
 Level – Count = 2 (50% Relevance) 
 Recall – Count = 2 (50% Relevance) 
 Time – Count = 2 (50% Relevance) 
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Based upon the list of key themes and ranked concepts from the SFO representative’s responses, 
the theme of “contractors” could be combined together with the word-like concept of “drivers” to 
represent the independent contractor drivers. The other identified theme, “recall” and associated 
concepts resulted in the following interpretation of the SFO representative’s response: the 
independent contractor drivers over time seek fairness and a level playing field in any operation 
resulting from SFO’s airport taxicab planning initiatives.   
The SFO representative noted in their interview that several agencies have, since the 1990s, 
regulated San Francisco taxicab services: the San Francisco Police Commission, the San 
Francisco Taxi Commission, and the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency. From the 
relationships that developed between SFO and the three regulatory agencies that have overseen 
San Francisco taxicab services, the airport representative reported being more satisfied with the 
current regulatory agency than with the previous agencies, in that: 
“...the Municipal Transportation Agency, which is interested in promoting 
transit on a broader scale such as buses, light-rail, etc., are able to provide a 
more balanced view on taxicabs and taxicab oversight.” 
As to the current relationship, the SFO representative further noted: 
“...my staff has a good working relationship with them that allows issues to 
be resolved at the appropriate level.” 
The transcript of the SFO representative’s response to the question regarding the involvement of 
external transport regulatory agencies in airport taxicab planning activities was input into 
Leximancer. The output generated from Leximancer identified the key themes of “various” and 
“agencies”; the following word-like concepts were generated and ranked: “various”, “issues”, 
“industry”, “time”, “operators”, “concerns”, “agencies”, “operation”, “service”, and “regulatory” 
(see Table 7-4).  
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Table 7-4: SFO Interview Key Themes and Ranked Concepts – Involvement of External Transport 
Regulatory Agencies in Airport Taxicab Planning Activities 
Themes Ranked Word-Like Concepts 
Various (100% Connectivity) Various – Count = 4 (100% Relevance) 
Agencies (28%  Connectivity) Issues – Count = 3 (75% Relevance) 
 Industry – Count = 3 (75% Relevance) 
 Time – Count = 3 (75% Relevance) 
 Operators – Count = 2 (50% Relevance) 
 Concerns – Count = 2 (50% Relevance) 
 Agencies – Count = 2 (50% Relevance) 
 Operation – Count = 2 (50% Relevance) 
 Service – Count = 2 (50% Relevance) 
 Regulatory – Count = 2 (50% Relevance) 
 
The themes of “various” and “agencies”, combined with the concepts of “various”, “regulatory”, 
and “agencies” represent the various outside regulatory agencies that either currently or had been 
involved in municipal taxicab regulation. Based upon the remaining word-like concepts 
identified by Leximancer, the time during which each of these agencies worked with the airport 
on regulating the taxicab operators, the concerns brought forward by these agencies regarding 
SFO’s taxicab services would be included in any upcoming airport taxicab planning studies for 
future regulatory proposals. 
7.4.2 FORT LAUDERDALE-HOLLYWOOD INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
The interview with the staff from the county-owned airport (FLL) noted that staff places an 
importance on the development of relationships with the taxicab operators, independent 
contractor drivers, and the outside taxicab regulatory agencies based upon mutual interests and 
concerns. The planning processes that led to the decision by Broward County to replace the 
existing FLL taxicab concession agreement with a ground transportation management agreement 
deepened these existing relationships. The following quote from the FLL representatives 
emphasizes this importance: 
“...I think we have built up a relationship that probably a number of airports 
haven’t had the opportunity to do where we have fairly frequent exchange...” 
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In the case of the governance structures and processes between FLL staff and the taxicab 
operators, the FLL representatives noted a significant amount of interaction between them 
pertaining to airport taxicab planning issues that resulted in the adoption of a new ground 
transportation management program. The following statement from FLL staff clearly indicates 
the continued strong ties between the two entities: 
“...we’ve built up this relationship. They’re really not shy in taking advantage 
of it...we have listened to the point where we’ve made physical changes. 
We’ve had a model where the taxicab companies wanted to be together with 
the shared-ride operators for example...therefore, they felt they could self-
manage it and self-enforce the rules. We accepted that model and moved into 
that positioning about 2 years ago. Since then, they found they could not co-
exist as there was too much conflict...” 
This influence was carried over into the new FLL ground transportation management program as 
noted in the following interview statement: 
“...a lot of the specifications that we have built into our recent request for a 
proposal for a management dispatch company came directly from the 
operators...” 
In the area of FLL infrastructure development, the FLL staff interviewed noted in their interview:  
“...they have a pretty strong voice here when it comes to infrastructure...” 
The transcript of the FLL staff response to the semi-structured research questions regarding the 
involvement of the taxicab operators in airport taxicab planning activities were entered into 
Leximancer. The software program generated the following key themes: “insight” and “taxicab 
operators” from the transcript; the following ranked word-like concepts were then generated: 
“insight”, “operators”, “relationship”, “airport”, “company”, and “issues” (see Table 7-5). 
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Table 7-5: FLL Interview Key Themes and Ranked Concepts – Involvement of Taxicab Operators in 
Airport Taxicab Planning Activities 
Themes Ranked Word-Like Concepts 
Insight (100% Connectivity) Insight – Count = 6 (100% Relevance) 
Taxicab Operators (30% Connectivity) Operators – Count = 4 (67% Relevance) 
 Relationship – Count = 3 (50% Relevance) 
 Airport (FLL) – Count = 3 (50% Relevance) 
 Company (Taxicab Operators) – Count = 2 (33% 
Relevance) 
 Issues – Count = 2 (33% Relevance) 
 
The themes and concepts generated from Leximancer were subsequently mapped for further 
analysis due to the large amount of textual data (see Figure 7-1). The red color used in the map 
generated by Leximancer identifies that “insight” was seen as the primary key theme, with the 
green color indicating that “taxicab operators” was a secondary, but still significant key theme. In 
terms of the word-like themes, “insight” was the highest-ranked theme and interconnected with 
“operators”, the second-highest ranked theme, and “relationship”, the third-highest ranking 
theme. The fourth-highest ranked concept “airport”, also identified as “FLL”, is only 
interconnected with the third-highest ranked concept “relationship”. The fifth-highest ranked 
concept “taxicab operators” is linked to the highest-ranked concept “insight”; the sixth-highest 
ranked concept “issues” is only related to the fifth-highest ranked concept “taxicab operators”. 
The key theme “taxicab operators” was combined with word-like concepts “operators” and 
“company” to represent the FLL taxicab operators, including the taxicab concessionaire who 
operated the FLL taxicab dispatching system. The analysis indicates that FLL staff viewed the 
taxicab operators’ insights gained from their long association with FLL staff and Broward 
County decision-makers, especially those of the largest taxicab operator who was also FLL’s 
taxicab concessionaire, in their participation in airport taxicab planning activities. From the use of 
these insights, airport taxicab planning initiatives would be directed towards a solution that 
benefitted the existing taxicab concessionaire despite the issues brought up by the smaller taxicab 
operators, and the taxicab drivers. 
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Figure 7-1: Diagram of Involvement of Taxicab Operators in Airport Taxicab Planning Activities at Fort 
Lauderdale-Hollywood International Airport 
 
The relationships between FLL staff and the independent contractor drivers were noted in their 
interview as good, but inconsistent, as the driver’s primary relationship is with the taxicab 
operator from whom they lease the taxicab. While the drivers have organized job actions that 
shut down taxicab service at FLL over the past few years concerning issues with the existing 
taxicab concessionaire, FLL staff stated that: 
“...it has never been personal where they’re shouting names towards a 
particular person...” 
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FLL staff noted in the interview that they are very aware of the underlying cultural differences 
among the large number of drivers and take that into account in any interactions with them. In 
terms of airport taxicab planning processes, the FLL staff commented: 
“...we rely on the operators to be the voice of the drivers...” 
As the taxicab operators have a closer relationship with the large numbers of independent 
contractor drivers than airport staff, FLL staff commented that the individual drivers do not 
frequently attend the public meetings conducted by FLL staff regarding airport taxicab planning 
issues. However, FLL staff also noted that in planning airport infrastructure that will impact 
airport taxicab operations, the independent contractor drivers do play a big role, in that: 
“...the worst thing we can do is build something and spend a lot of money on 
it and it doesn’t work...” 
Based upon the transcript, the key theme of “contractors” can be combined with the concept of 
“contractors” and “drivers” to represent the independent contractors who operate the taxicabs to 
the general public. From the transcript of FLL staff’s responses to questions concerning the 
involvement of the independent contractor drivers in airport taxicab planning activities, the 
output from Leximancer identified “contractors” and “relationship” as the key themes. The 
program identified the following ranked word-like concepts: “contractors”, “similar”, “drivers”, 
“rarely”, “taxicab”, “relationship”, “lease” and “airport” (see Table 7-6). 
Table 7-6: FLL Interview Key Themes and Ranked Concepts – Involvement of Independent Contractor 
Drivers in Airport Taxicab Planning Activities  
Themes Ranked Word-Like Concepts 
Contractors (100% Connectivity) Contractors – Count = 7 (100% Relevance) 
Relationship (13% Connectivity) Similar – Count = 7 (71% Relevance) 
 Drivers – Count = 7 (71% Relevance) 
 Rarely – Count = 4 (57% Relevance) 
 Taxicab – Count = 4 (57% Relevance) 
 Relationship – Count = 4 (57% Relevance) 
 Lease – Count = 2 (29% Relevance) 
 Airport (FLL) – Count = 2 (29% Relevance) 
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A map of the key themes and ranked concepts depicted in Figure 7-2 indicate that the red balloon 
representing the key theme of “contractors” identifies it as the primary key theme; the green 
balloon representing the key theme “relationship” identifies it as the secondary, but still 
significant key theme. The highest-ranked word-like concept of “contractors” combined with the 
third-highest ranked concept “drivers” to represent the taxicab drivers are linked to the second-
highest ranked concept “similar”. The fourth-highest ranked concept “rarely” is linked to the 
eight-highest ranked concept “airport” or “FLL”. The fifth-highest ranked concept “taxicab” is 
linked to both the third-highest ranked concept “drivers” and seventh-ranked concept “lease”. 
The sixth-highest ranked concept “relationship” is directly linked to the highest-ranked concept 
“contractors”.  
The analysis mapped in Figure 7-2 identifies the traditional non-interaction between FLL staff 
and the independent contractor drivers given their lease agreements with the taxicab operators. 
However, the link between the concept “contractors” and “relationship”, in which the green 
balloon representing the key theme “relationship” includes “FLL”, signifies an emerging 
development of direct engagement between FLL staff and the independent contractor drivers 
regarding airport taxicab planning initiatives. 
When queried about their relationships with external transport regulatory agencies regarding 
airport taxicab planning issues, FLL staff stated in the interview: 
“...we have probably the one of the best relationships because we work at 
it...” 
Throughout this line of questioning, FLL staff frequently mentioned in the interview that they 
work closely with the outside transport regulatory agency on taxicab issues, attending each 
other’s meetings if it may involve taxicab regulatory or service matters, discussing proposed 
infrastructure changes involving the airport’s taxicab operations, and providing assistance in 
conjunction with BCAD’s recent RFP process to replace the existing FLL taxicab concession 
agreement with a new ground transportation management contract. FLL staff also noted: 
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“...we’re on a first name basis and we’re constantly talking back and forth.” 
The transcript containing the FLL staff responses to questions involving the outside transport 
regulatory agency regulating Broward County taxicab services in airport taxicab planning 
activities was analyzed by Leximancer. The high-level output identified the key themes 
“regulatory” and “taxicab”; the ranked word-like concepts were: “meetings”, “regulatory”, 
“invite” and “taxicab” (see Table 7-7). 
  
 
Figure 7-2: Diagram of Involvement of Independent Contractor Drivers in Airport Taxicab Planning 
Activities at Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood International Airport 
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Table 7-7: FLL Interview Key Themes and Ranked Concepts – Involvement of the External Transport 
Regulatory Agency in Airport Taxicab Planning Activities 
Themes Ranked Word-Like Concepts 
Regulatory (100% Connectivity) Meetings – Count = 5 (100% Relevance) 
Taxicab (11% Connectivity) Regulatory – Count = 4 (80% Relevance) 
 Invite – Count = 2 (40% Relevance) 
 Taxicab – Count = 2 (40% Relevance) 
 
A map was not required as the few themes and concepts generated from FLL’s response allowed 
for a direct analysis. If one combines the key theme “regulatory” with the concept “regulatory”, 
and the key theme “taxicab” with the concept “taxicab”, the remaining word-like concepts are 
“meetings” and “invite”. Thus, the analysis indicate the FLL staff’s importance of regular 
meetings in which both parties are invited to discuss taxicab planning initiatives and related 
regulatory issues. 
7.4.3 ORLANDO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
The on-site interview conducted with staff from the independent authority-owned airport (MCO) 
regarding governance structures and processes focused primarily on the relationships between 
airport staff and the six taxicab operators permitted by the City of Orlando and MCO to provide 
airport taxicab services. While a relationship exists between the MCO and the taxicab drivers in 
terms of operating infractions and subsequent sanctions involving the airport’s ground 
transportation rules and regulations, MCO staff noted that: 
“...by design, there is no business relationship with the drivers...it has always 
been solely with the companies...” 
Relationships between MCO and the City of Orlando, who regulates taxicab services, is clearly 
established in Chapter 55 of the City of Orlando’s municipal ordinance, which also serves as the 
basis for MCO’s rules and regulations regarding airport taxicab operations. 
MCO staff note that they bear no costs in providing taxicab services to airport patrons. The 
taxicab consortium, consisting of the six City of Orlando taxicab operators permitted to operate 
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airport taxicab services, pay for their equipment, phones, and staff, based upon the percentage of 
airport permits each taxicab operator possesses. According to the MCO staff interviewed: 
“...they pay us $1,800,000 in privilege fees with no direct costs...here, they 
regulate themselves...it seems to work and there have been no complaints...” 
Although the taxicab consortium is allowed to operate airport taxicab services with little 
interference from MCO staff, the operating permits issued by MCO requires each taxicab 
operator to attend quarterly meetings conducted by MCO staff. Mutual concerns and problems 
are discussed at these quarterly meetings. MCO staff noted in their interview the following: 
 “...generally, the quarterly meetings are agreeable with little dissention 
among attendees...” 
MCO staff also convenes periodic meetings with the taxicab operators, staff from the Orange 
County Convention Center, and meeting planners to ensure sufficient airport taxicab services will 
be available for conference attendees. Otherwise, the taxicab operators and others holding City of 
Orlando taxicab permits are notified of an annual public hearing whereby they may provide their 
comments on proposed changes to MCO’s ground transportation rules and regulations.  
While the taxicab operators are consulted in conjunction with proposed infrastructure changes 
impacting airport taxicab operations, MCO staff note: 
“...we don’t always take their suggestions into consideration...sometimes, 
their suggestions are not going to fly...” 
Regarding desired changes to the existing airport taxicab system, MCO staff said in their 
interview that: 
“...people are pretty much happy with the system...” 
The responses from the MCO staff interview as to the involvement of the taxicab operators in 
airport taxicab planning activities were transcribed and entered into Leximancer. The output 
generated from Leximancer identified the high level key themes as “taxicab operators” and 
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“take”. The ranked word-like concepts were: “taxicab”, “airport”, “driver”, “transportation”, 
“City of Orlando”, “relationship”, and “service” (see Table 7-8). 
The key themes and ranked word-like concepts were then mapped by Leximancer due to the 
amount of textual data generated from the MCO staff response. The map depicted in Figure 7-3 
identifies the primary key theme of “taxicab” as identified by the red balloon, with the key theme 
of “take” as a secondary key theme as noted by Leximancer’s use of the green balloon. The map 
indicates that the highest-ranked word-like concept “taxicab” is linked to various sub-themes. 
The concept of “taxicab” is related to the concepts of “service” and “system” in the operation of 
the airport taxicab system, as well as the concepts of “driver”, “individual”, “violation”, “take”, 
and “complaints” in how the taxicab operators are responsible for the actions of the independent 
contractor drivers while operating at MCO. The concept of “taxicab” is also tied to the concept of 
“relationship” between the various taxicab operators who form the airport taxicab consortium, as 
well as the concepts of “transportation”, “airport”, and the “City of Orlando” as it pertains to their 
being the primary on-demand transportation service provider serving both the MCO and the City 
of Orlando. The concept of “taxicab” was indirectly identified by MCO staff with the City of 
Orlando’s taxicab annual permitting process through the identification of the concepts “taxicabs”, 
“permitting”, “annual”, and “percentage”. 
An analysis of the MCO interview data generated by Leximancer identify that the taxicab 
operators, rather than MCO, as being the primary actor responsible for airport taxicab services, 
including having taxicabs at the designated loading zones for airport patrons, managing 
independent contractor driver activities, and investigating complaints. The City of Orlando 
intervenes in the airport taxicab planning process through the annual permitting of taxicabs 
serving both MCO and the City of Orlando.      
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Table 7-8: MCO Interview Key Themes and Ranked Concepts – Involvement of Taxicab Operators in Airport 
Taxicab Planning Activities 
Themes Ranked Concepts 
Taxicab (100% Connectivity) Taxicab – Count = 32 (100% Relevance) 
Take (3% Connectivity) Airport – Count = 13 (41% Relevance) 
 Driver – Count = 12 (38% Relevance) 
 Transportation – Count = 9 (28% Relevance) 
 City of Orlando – Count = 8 (25% Relevance) 
 Relationship – Count = 7 (22% Relevance) 
 Service – Count = 6 (19% Relevance) 
 Violation – Count = 6 (19% Relevance) 
 System – Count = 5 (16% Relevance) 
 Individual – Count = 5 (16% Relevance) 
 Complaints – Count = 4 (12% Relevance) 
 Permitting – Count = 3 (9% Relevance) 
 Taxicabs – Count = 3 (9% Relevance) 
 Annual – Count = 3 (9% Relevance) 
 Percentage – Count = 3 (9% Relevance) 
 Take – Count = 3 (9% Relevance) 
 
As to participation by independent contractor drivers in MCO taxicab planning activities, the 
response from MCO staff in their interview was that they do not intentionally engage with the 
drivers on any planning initiatives. Their reasoning is stated by the following quote: 
“...we’d rather deal with six people or entities rather than hundreds of 
them...” 
However, MCO staff did note in the interview that they will engage with individual taxicab 
drivers if violation of the airport’s ground transportation rules and regulations occur. In the case 
of a driver approaching MCO staff regarding problems with the airport’s taxicab dispatching 
system, MCO staff commented: 
“...we refer those back to the Taxicab Consortium...” 
When public hearings are convened by MCO staff in which proposed changes are being 
considered to MCO’s ground transportation rules and regulations, the MCO staff interviewed 
commented that hardly any taxicab drivers ever attended those hearings. 
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A high level analysis of the interview with MCO staff regarding their interactions with the 
independent contractor drivers identified the key themes of “drivers” and “pay”. The ranked 
word-like concepts generated from Leximancer’s analysis include “drivers”, “airport”, “taxicab”, 
“taxicabs”, “City of Orlando”, “permit”, “vehicle”, “issue”, “percent”, “hire”, “money”, “pay”, 
“airport’s”, and “transportation” (see Table 7-9).   
 
 
 
Figure 7-3: Diagram of Airport Identified Involvement of Taxicab Operators in Airport Taxicab Planning 
Activities at Orlando International Airport 
 
Chapter 7:  Qualitative Interview and Case Study Findings  
Kum L. (Dan) Wong – 31Jul13 Page 203 
Table 7-9: MCO Key Themes and Ranked Concepts – Involvement of Independent Contractor Drivers in 
Airport Taxicab Planning Activities  
Themes Ranked Concepts 
Drivers (100% Connectivity) Drivers – Count = 19 (100% Connectivity) 
Pay (2% Connectivity) Airport – Count = 12 (63% Connectivity) 
 Taxicab – Count = 12 (63% Connectivity) 
 Taxicabs – Count = 8 (42% Connectivity) 
 City of Orlando – Count = 5 (26% Connectivity) 
 Permit – Count = 5 (26% Connectivity) 
 Vehicle – Count = 5 (26% Connectivity) 
 Issue – Count = 4 (21% Connectivity) 
 Percent – Count = 4 (21% Connectivity) 
 Hire – Count = 3 (16% Connectivity) 
 Money – Count = 3 (16% Connectivity) 
 Pay – Count = 3 (16% Connectivity) 
 Airport’s – Count = 2 (12% Connectivity) 
 Transportation – Count = 2 (12% Connectivity) 
 
A map of the key themes and ranked word-like concepts generated by Leximancer from the 
MCO interview response and depicted in Figure 7-4, indicate that the key theme “drivers” in the 
red balloon is the primary theme and the key theme “pay” in the green balloon as the secondary, 
but somewhat significant theme. The highest-ranked concept “drivers” is directly connected with 
the other concepts of “pay”, as well as “taxicab” as it indirectly relates to “money”. The concept 
of “drivers” is also directly connected to “taxicabs” in relation to both the  
indirect concepts of “vehicle” and “hire” as it relates to obtaining the use of a taxicab vehicle to 
operate transportation services, and the “City of Orlando” as a gateway to other concepts of 
“airport”, “permit”, “issue”, “airport’s”, “transportation”, and “percent” in their being able to 
operate taxicab services at MCO. 
The analysis of the data confirms the non-participation by MCO staff with the drivers regarding 
airport taxicab planning initiatives. The data show that the drivers’ primary relationship involving 
taxicab vehicle leasing arrangements, is with the taxicab operators, and for compliance with 
taxicab driver licensing requirements, is with the City of Orlando. 
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Figure 7-4: Diagram of Airport Identified Involvement of Independent Contractor Drivers in Airport 
Taxicab Planning Activities at Orlando International Airport 
 
In terms of interactions with the outside transport regulatory agency on airport taxicab planning 
issues, the MCO staff interviewed noted that they primarily work with the City of Orlando’s 
Vehicle-for-Hire Section of the Orlando Police Department on taxicab-related issues, as MCO is 
located entirely within the City of Orlando. Chapter 55 of the City of Orlando’s municipal 
ordinance strictly regulates taxicab services, including: the allocation of taxicab permits, creating 
driver licensing standards, determining liability insurance requirements, adjusting meter rates, 
developing taxicab operating standards, and establishing taxicab vehicle standards. MCO staff 
noted that Chapter 55 forms the basis for MCO’s taxicab rules and regulations. While the City of 
Orlando and MCO’s taxicab regulations are intertwined with both government entities, and they 
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participate together in public hearings and other meetings on taxicab issues, the relationships 
between the two agencies do not appear to be exceptionally close. Although MCO staff referred 
in their interview to relationships with their counterparts at the Vehicle-for-Hire Section, the 
MCO staff interviewed noted: 
“...we’re not in daily communication with them...routinely, contact would be 
made only if there were outstanding issues...they do come out to the airport 
routinely and enforce Chapter 55...they could be here right now and I 
wouldn’t know anything about it...” 
In governance arrangements regarding the City of Orlando’s participation in MCO taxicab 
planning activities, a transcript of the MCO staff response was entered into Leximancer. From 
the output, the program identified the high level key themes of “City of Orlando”, “taxicabs”, and 
“hearing”. The ranked themes generated from the MCO interview response were: “City of 
Orlando”, “Chapter 55”, “airport”, “taxicab”, “sets”, “relationship”, “taxicabs”, “regulatory”, 
“hearing”, “permits”, limits”, “dual-purpose”, and “issues. 
Table 7-10: MCO Interview Key Themes and Ranked Concepts – Involvement of External Regulatory 
Agencies in Airport Taxicab Planning Activities  
Themes Ranked Concepts 
City of Orlando (100% Connectivity) City of Orlando – Count = 15 (100% Relevance) 
Taxicabs (9% Connectivity) Chapter 55 – Count = 9 (60% Relevance) 
Hearing (3% Connectivity) Airport – Count = 9 (60% Relevance) 
 Taxicab – Count = 7 (47% Relevance) 
 Sets – Count = 6 (40% Relevance) 
 Relationship – Count = 5 (33% Relevance) 
 Taxicabs – Count = 5 (33% Relevance) 
 Regulatory – Count = 4 (27% Relevance) 
 Hearing – Count = 4 (27% Relevance) 
 Permits – Count = 3 (20% Relevance) 
 Limits – Count = 2 (13% Relevance) 
 Dual-Purpose – Count = 2 (13% Relevance) 
 Issues – Count = 2 (13% Relevance) 
 
The themes and concepts were subsequently mapped by Leximancer and shown in Figure 7-5. 
The key theme “City of Orlando” was identified as the primary key theme as indicated by the red 
balloon. The key theme of “taxicabs” was identified as a secondary, but somewhat significant 
Chapter 7:  Qualitative Interview and Case Study Findings  
Kum L. (Dan) Wong – 31Jul13 Page 206 
theme as indicated by the green balloon. The key theme of “hearing” was also identified as a 
secondary theme, but having the least significance as indicated by the blue balloon. The highest 
ranked concept of “City of Orlando” is directly connected to the concept of “hearing” as the City 
of Orlando conducts all hearings involving taxicabs as a public transportation service. “City of 
Orlando” is also directly connected to the concept of “Chapter 55”, the taxicab regulatory section 
in the City of Orlando’s municipal ordinance, which is connected to the concepts of “taxicab”, 
“airport”, “relationship”, and “regulatory” in how taxicabs are operated in both the City of 
Orlando and MCO. Last, the concept “City of Orlando” is related to the concepts of “limits”, 
“sets”, “issues”, “permits”, “dual-purpose”, and “taxicabs” as it pertains to how the City of 
Orlando allocates permits among the individual taxicab operators to serve both the City of 
Orlando and MCO.   
The analysis of the MCO interview through the use of Leximancer places the City of Orlando as 
the dominant party in engagements involving local airport taxicab planning activities through 
MCO’s reliance on Chapter 55 involving airport taxicab planning, operating, and enforcement 
matters. 
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Figure 7-5: Diagram of Airport Identified Involvement of External Transport Regulatory Agencies in 
Airport Taxicab Planning Activities at Orlando International Airport 
 
7.4.4 SUMMARY  
This section has examined the governance structures and processes in place at the three case 
study airports and summarized in Table 7-11. 
The relationships between the airports and the three actors primarily responsible for providing 
airport taxicab services were analyzed as to their roles in airport planning initiatives that either 
directly or indirectly resulted in increasing the air passenger ground transportation modal split 
through supply-side service changes. This exploratory examination revealed differences in the 
interactions or engagements, or lack thereof, noted by the airports with the taxicab operators, 
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independent contractor drivers, and the outside transport regulatory agencies. These observed 
differences may impact the ability of the study airports to achieve increases in air passengers 
utilizing taxicab services for their airport-based trips through supply-side taxicab service 
improvements. 
Table 7-11: Summary of Governance Structures Effective in Improving Taxicab Services at Case Study 
Airports 
 City-Owned Airport (SFO) County-Owned Airport (FLL) 
Independent Authority 
Airport (MCO) 
Taxicab Operators n/a Development of Close Personal Relationships Regular Meetings 
Independent Contractor 
Drivers 
Transparency in the 
Decision-Making 
Processes 
Development of Close 
Personal Relationships n/a 
Outside Taxicab 
Regulatory Agencies 
Transparency in the 
Decision-Making 
Processes 
Development of Close 
Personal Relationships Regular Meetings 
 
Table 7-12 highlights the differences in the interactions between the case study airports and the 
taxicab operators. While representatives from the case study airports indicated having good 
relationships with the taxicab operators on taxicab planning initiatives designed to improve 
airport taxicab services, the city-owned airport (SFO) reported that the operators have chosen not 
to actively participate in these initiatives as the proposals have not impacted the operator’s ability 
to profit from their access the airport ground transportation marketplace, nor have the proposals 
affected the income the taxicab operators generate from independent contractor driver lease 
payments. 
Table 7-12: Taxicab Operator Interaction on US Airport Taxicab Planning Initiatives by Airport 
Ownership Model 
Airport 
Ownership 
Model 
Group 
Active 
Involvement 
in Airport 
Taxicab 
Planning 
Initiatives 
Description of Interaction or Engagements – US Airport 
Taxicab Planning Initiatives 
City-owned 
(SFO) 
Taxicab 
operators No 
Non-participation as recent airport initiatives does not directly 
impact the taxicab operators 
County-
owned (FLL) 
Taxicab 
Operators Yes 
Participation as the largest taxicab operator and former airport 
taxicab concessionaire is a joint venture partner in a subsequent 
airport ground transportation management contract. Other 
taxicab operators participate to ensure fair access to airport 
customers 
Independent 
authority 
(MCO) 
Taxicab 
Operators Yes 
Regular participation in periodic meetings on airport taxicab 
matters 
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There appears to be more participation by the taxicab operators at the county-owned airport 
(FLL) on airport taxicab planning issues. The county-owned airport reported that the largest 
taxicab operator in the county undertook actions to maintain their position in managing the 
airport’s taxicab operations, while the smaller operators also acted to ensure that the largest 
taxicab operator cannot use their control of airport taxicab operations to have an unfair advantage 
in accessing the airport ground transportation marketplace. 
The independent authority airport (MCO) noted that the taxicab operators, through a consortium 
arrangement, control all aspects of the airport’s taxicab operations. The operators do participate 
regularly in all airport meetings involving airport taxicab services. 
While the ownership model may affect the amount of political influence in decisions involving 
US airport taxicab planning initiatives, the interview responses from the three case study airports 
are inconclusive as to whether the US airport ownership model has an impact on taxicab operator 
participation in airport taxicab planning initiatives. While this research did not explore the 
airport’s choice of a particular taxicab dispatching system, the increased use of open taxicab 
dispatching systems at US airports whereby any taxicab operator may pickup airport customers, 
combined with the decreased use of taxicab concession agreements limiting the taxicab 
marketplace to specific operators and drivers may affect the level of interactions between US 
airports and the taxicab operators with respect to airport planning initiatives designed to increase 
use of taxicabs by air passengers for their airport-based trips. 
Engagement levels that were reported by the case study airports with their independent 
contractor taxicab drivers indicate the existence of significant participation by the drivers at 
the city-owned airport (SFO) in airport taxicab planning initiatives (see Table 7-13). It is 
unclear from the data whether their participation resulted from the lack of participation by 
the taxicab operators identified in Table 7-12. In any event, the taxicab drivers at the city-
owned airport were reported to use their participation to ensure continued accessibility to the 
lucrative airport ground transportation marketplace. 
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Table 7-13: Independent Contractor Driver Interaction on US Airport Taxicab Planning Initiatives by 
Airport Ownership Model 
Airport 
Ownership 
Model 
Group 
Active 
Involvement 
in Airport 
Taxicab 
Planning 
Initiatives 
Description of Interaction or Engagements – US Airport 
Taxicab Planning Initiatives 
City-owned 
(SFO) 
Independent 
contractor 
drivers 
Yes Significant participation to ensure airport initiatives ensure fair and impartial treatment for the drivers 
County-
owned (FLL) 
Independent 
contractor 
drivers 
Yes Traditional non-participation by drivers slowly being replaced with limited participation on airport taxicab matters 
Independent 
authority 
(MCO) 
Independent 
contractor 
drivers 
No No participation by drivers on airport initiatives 
 
The county-owned airport (FLL) reported that the independent contractor drivers are 
beginning to approach airport staff and political decision-makers directly regarding airport 
taxicab planning initiatives and other taxicab service issues, eschewing the drivers’ 
traditional alliance with the taxicab operators. The increasing influence of the independent 
contractor drivers may have been a partial catalyst in the decision by Broward County to 
replace the airport’s existing taxicab concession agreement with a new third-party ground 
transportation management program to manage airport taxicab services. 
On the other hand, the independent authority airport (MCO) reported that the independent 
contractor drivers, by design, have not been an active participant in any discussions 
involving airport taxicab planning efforts. This case study airport has chosen to accept the 
payment of a monthly privilege fee for assigning MCO’s entire taxicab system to a 
consortium of the City of Orlando’s taxicab operators. 
The choice of an airport ownership model looks as if it has more of an impact on the 
influence of the independent contractor drivers on decisions involving airport taxicab 
planning and operating initiatives. Based on the case studies, the city and county airport 
ownership models may allow for greater political influences in decision-making activities 
involving airport taxicab planning activities than do the airport owned by an independent 
authority, with city-owned airports being allowing a greater degree of participation in 
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decision-making processes than county-owned airports. As a result, the independent 
contractor taxicab drivers at city and county-owned airports may be more likely to be 
granted a greater voice in airport taxicab planning decisions. Again, additional research is 
needed to identify the influence a particular airport taxicab dispatching model may also have 
an influence on the engagement levels exercised by the independent contractor drivers with 
airport staff in regard to airport taxicab planning initiatives.      
All of the case study airports reported engaging with their respective off-airport transport 
regulatory agencies concerning airport taxicab planning initiatives. From the responses 
elicited from the case study airports, there appears to be no direct correlation based upon the 
airport’s ownership model and the level of engagement between the two government 
agencies that share the responsibility of overseeing taxicab services (see Table 7-14). If the 
airport and their respective transport regulatory agency report directly to the same governing 
body, as is the case with the county-owned airport (FLL), a closer connection may develop 
between the two agencies involving airport taxicab planning initiatives. However, the 
responses from the case study airports indicate that personal relationships between the staff 
at the airport and their respective transport regulatory agencies may have significantly more 
of an impact on the resulting collaboration in airport taxicab planning initiatives calculated to 
increase service quality levels. The county-owned airport staff noted in their interview that 
that they were on a first name basis with their counterparts at the taxicab regulatory agency, 
with frequent communications between each other regarding taxicab issues. 
The interviews with the city-owned and independent authority airports noted fluctuations in 
collaboration efforts between government agencies concerning airport taxicab planning 
initiatives. The city-owned airport indicated that they had a good relationship with the 
current municipal taxicab regulatory agency staff. On the other hand, independent authority 
airport staff identified that while individual airport staff members have relationships with 
their counterparts at the transport regulatory agency, official communications between the 
two agencies would be made only when there was an outstanding airport taxicab planning 
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issue. The responses from both the city-owned and independent authority airports, indicate 
that the personalities of the individuals involved with airport taxicab planning issues at both 
the airport and their respective off-airport transport regulatory agencies may influence the 
outcomes of any interactions or engagements on proposed airport taxicab planning initiatives 
intended to improve the quality of taxicab services in an effort to increase air passenger use 
for airport-based trips. 
Table 7-14: Outside Transport Regulatory Agency Interaction on US Airport Taxicab Planning Initiatives 
by Airport Ownership Model 
Airport 
Ownership 
Model 
Group 
Active 
Involvement 
in Airport 
Taxicab 
Planning 
Initiatives 
Description of Interaction or Engagements – US Airport 
Taxicab Planning Initiatives 
City-owned 
(SFO) 
Transport 
regulatory 
agencies 
Yes Participation exists but the extent of participation on airport initiatives based upon effect on city-wide taxicab service 
County-
owned (FLL) 
Transport 
regulatory 
agencies 
Yes Close participation between airport and transport regulatory agencies on airport initiatives 
Independent 
authority 
(MCO) 
Transport 
regulatory 
agencies 
Yes Participation exists but official protocols are required to initiate discussions on airport initiatives 
      
7.5 BARRIERS IMPEDING EFFECTIVE AND EFFICIENT AIRPORT 
TAXICAB SERVICES 
The interviews and the subsequent document reviews were used to identify personal or 
institutional barriers that adversely impact the dynamic processes involved with US airport 
taxicab planning. As both political systems and multiple socio-economic groups within a society 
impact governance mechanisms involving collective actions (Van Vliet 1993), it is necessary to 
identify any barriers that impact the formation and development of governance arrangements and 
design systems that either negate or minimize the adverse impacts of such barriers. In this 
research, the case studies will uncover the barriers that do exist in the decision-making processes 
involving airport taxicab planning, and thereby offer a better understanding of the actors and the 
decision-making processes involved. From this understanding, changes in these airport taxicab 
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planning processes can be developed and better decisions fashioned to foster supply-side taxicab 
service improvements that increase the air passenger ground transportation mode share.  
7.5.1 SAN FRANCISCO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
The interview with SFO staff elicited the following response regarding taxicab operator barriers 
towards the improvement of airport taxicab services:  
“...the problems off and on in the past were the number of taxicabs and the 
maintenance of the taxicabs.” 
SFO staff also added in their interview that this barrier has been minimized with the current 
transport regulatory agency adopting both maximum taxicab age requirements and increased 
taxicab vehicle inspections. Based on the SFO staff response, the financial costs incurred by the 
taxicab operators to have sufficient numbers of well maintained taxicabs available for airport 
patrons was the primary barrier faced by the taxicab operators serving SFO.  
When questioned about independent contractor driver barriers towards improving airport taxicab 
services, the SFO staff interviewed stated: 
“...the barriers for the drivers are communication...they do not have an 
organization and all over the map on issues.” 
However, SFO staff also noted that the creation of a formal driver organization would not resolve 
these problems, as: 
“...it would be too hard to get a representative group of taxicab drivers 
together...we want to be open to all who are willing to express an opinion...a 
lot of drivers don’t speak up very much.”   
While the SFO staff interviewed sees the drivers as unable to express their concerns regarding 
airport taxicab planning issues, they also do not believe that organized driver groups are the 
answer towards involving them in airport taxicab planning activities as these groups may not 
always fully represent the interests of all the SFO taxicab drivers. Thus, SFO staff view the 
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inability of individual drivers to fully participate in airport taxicab planning processes as the 
primary barrier faced by the independent contractor drivers. 
The SFO staff interviewed noted in their interview that the current transport regulatory agency 
overseeing San Francisco taxicab services: 
“...strike the right balance and the right degree of attention.” 
SFO staff noted the following regarding the first transport regulatory agency that oversaw taxicab 
licensing and operations: 
“...the Police Commission just did not pay enough attention as they were 
focused on so many other issues other than taxicabs.” 
Later in the interview, the SFO staff interviewed noted the issues when the City and County of 
San Francisco established a stand-alone Taxi Commission to regulate taxicab services: 
“...an over-emphasis on taxicabs versus the broader public transportation 
industry.” 
From the SFO staff responses, they identify that outside transport regulatory agencies’ primary 
barrier in airport taxicab planning initiatives is their failure to have an appropriate level of 
participation in discussions with airport staff and the other actors involving airport taxicab 
planning issues. With the 2009 transfer of taxicab regulatory functions to the agency responsible 
for the regulation of all other municipal transportation services (e.g., public transit), the problems 
from SFO staff’s perspective appears to have been resolved. 
7.5.2 FORT LAUDERDALE-HOLLYWOOD INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
Interviews with FLL staff elicited the following comment regarding the barriers faced by the both 
Broward County’s largest taxicab operator, who has been the airport’s taxicab concessionaire for 
over 25 years, and the smaller taxicab operators regarding airport taxicab planning initiatives: 
“...if you want to implement something or want to deal with something, you 
often hear about it from the other side because they go political rather than 
deal or recognize the airport or landside division as the final word...if they 
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don’t like the answer, they go a different avenue to get what they wish to 
have...” 
The taxicab operators’ choice to regularly bypass FLL staff and approach the Broward County 
Board of County Commissioners on any airport taxicab planning initiatives are seen by FLL staff 
as a barrier to the development of improved airport taxicab services. This is because the taxicab 
operators at FLL do not have an incentive to work with the staff and other groups towards 
addressing outstanding airport taxicab planning issues. The FLL staff also noted in their 
interview that if the airport taxicab planning issues brought up by the smaller taxicab operators 
involved the existing airport taxicab dispatching system, the concessionaire would be informed, 
since: 
“...we feel pretty obligated to make sure the concessionaire is always 
involved.” 
The inability to either maintain a level of confidentiality with the smaller taxicab operators, or to 
undertake any investigations on airport taxicab services without involving the airport taxicab 
concessionaire, who is also the largest Broward County taxicab operator, are barriers preventing 
the smaller taxicab operators from participating in airport taxicab planning activities. However, 
FLL staff noted in their interview that with the advent of their new ground transportation 
management program, they will be in a better position to undertake independent assessments of 
airport taxicab planning proposals; thus, permitting more open discussions with the smaller 
taxicab operators on proposed airport taxicab planning initiatives. 
The long-established protocols requiring taxicab drivers to discuss any airport taxicab issues 
with the taxicab operators and/or airport taxicab concessionaire, including those pertaining to 
upcoming airport taxicab planning initiatives, were identified by FLL staff in their interview 
as a barrier for the drivers to their participation in airport taxicab planning activities. These 
protocols, as noted by FLL staff, allowed the taxicab operators, and especially the taxicab 
concessionaire, to “keep control of their industry”. FLL staff noted that “friction” would 
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occur in their relationship with the taxicab operators if the staff were to directly approach the 
drivers regarding any outstanding taxicab issues.  
However, FLL staff also noted in the interview that these protocols did not apply in public 
hearings involving airport taxicab planning matters, as the public, including the drivers, are 
permitted to speak on these matters as part of the airport’s decision-making process. 
Regardless, protocols between the independent contractor drivers and the airport taxicab 
concessionaire regarding the discussion of airport taxicab issues are a barrier keeping the 
drivers from providing their input into airport taxicab planning matters. 
The existence of protocols was also noted by FLL staff as a barrier to the outside transport 
regulatory agency’s participation in airport taxicab planning initiatives intended to improve 
the services provided to airport patrons. Unlike the protocol barriers faced by the 
independent contractor drivers, the staff noted the activities of the transport regulatory 
agency are: 
“...very structured, probably more so than we are, and everything that 
they do is in the public eye and requires public hearings to make any 
changes...they have very little discretionary authority to agree to do 
things with the airport.” 
Thus, any airport taxicab planning proposals between the two county agencies that require 
legislative action must: 
“...go to public hearing to get it fully vetted...and it usually goes to the 
County’s elected officials for approval.” 
FLL staff noted in their interview that there is a simple proposal to replace individual 
municipal operating decals affixed to each licensed taxicab with a single Broward County 
taxicab operating decal that provides room for individual sticker inserts for each 
municipality, the airport, and the nearby seaport. Months of formal discussions between 
three Broward County departments were undertaken to agree upon the decal’s design and 
how the new sticker would be implemented. This proposal, as of December 2011, has yet to 
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be forwarded to the Broward County Board of County Commissioners for their 
consideration. Thus, the protocols that are intended to ensure due process in Broward 
County’s decision-making processes, also serve as a barrier to collaborative discussions 
between FLL staff and their local transport regulatory agency counterparts, in airport taxicab 
planning initiatives intended to improve taxicab services for airport patrons.  
7.5.3 ORLANDO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
The MCO staff interviewed for this research identified that the City of Orlando’s Vehicle for 
Hire Ordinance (or Chapter 55) that comprehensively regulates taxicab operations within the City 
of Orlando, as well as the airport which is located entirely within Orlando’s city limits, is the 
primary barrier that restricts the ability of MCO staff and the local taxicab operators to explore 
airport taxicab planning initiatives intended to foster supply-side improvements. However, the 
MCO staff added: 
“...I don’t think there are now any real restrictions or barriers that keep us 
from working with the companies.” 
Historically, the six taxicab operators licensed by the City of Orlando to provide taxicab services 
have operated and managed MCO taxicab services with very limited oversight by MCO staff. 
The comprehensive nature of Chapter 55 is such that the legislation, combined with the airport’s 
ground transportation rules and regulations which also rely upon Chapter 55, protects the status 
quo whereby the existing taxicab operators can continue to operate the airport’s current taxicab 
services indefinitely into the future. 
The existing taxicab rules established by the City of Orlando and MCO have long made the 
taxicab operators the dominant actors in providing taxicab services to the City of Orlando, as 
well as the airport. While the existing rules serve as the major barrier keeping the 
independent contractor drivers from taking more of an active role with regard to airport 
taxicab planning initiatives, MCO staff noted that if changes were made to Chapter 55 to 
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give the drivers an increased role in the planning and operating of taxicab services in the 
City of Orlando, they, at the airport, would likely “...have to respond to that.” 
The City of Orlando’s comprehensive taxicab regulatory structures set forth in Chapter 55 
also serve as a barrier to the City of Orlando towards working with MCO staff on airport 
taxicab planning initiatives. While MCO staff noted that they did not know of anything in 
Chapter 55 that would restrict the City of Orlando and MCO from discussing airport taxicab 
planning issues, any airport taxicab planning initiatives requiring changes to Chapter 55 
would require the approval of said changes by the Orlando City Council and the Mayor 
through established public rulemaking procedures. 
7.5.4 SUMMARY  
From the review of the airport ownership model in the case study airports that are summarized in 
Table 7-15, there do not appear to be any overriding themes in the barriers that impede 
transportation planning efforts to achieve effective and efficient airport taxicab services that may 
result in an improved customer experience, increasing the air passenger ground transportation 
modal share. 
Nevertheless, a comparison of these barriers identified by the case study airports as it pertains to 
the taxicab operators in Table 7-16 indicates that economic profitability at the city-owned airport 
(SFO), political influences at the county-owned airport (FLL), and the existing legislation at the 
independent authority airport (MCO), may protect the existing taxicab operators’ control of 
airport taxicab services at the expense of the independent contractor drivers. Regardless of the 
barrier’s origin, the staff from the case study airports believes that the taxicab operators have the 
resources necessary to overcome these and any other barriers to protect their interests in the 
airport ground transportation marketplace.  
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Table 7-15: Summary of Barriers Impeding Participation in Case Study Airport Planning Initiatives to 
Develop Effective and Efficient Airport Taxicab Services 
 City-Owned Airport (SFO) County-Owned Airport (FLL) 
Independent Authority 
Airport (MCO) 
Taxicab Operators 
Costs of Purchasing and 
Maintaining Late-Model 
Taxicabs 
Political Processes and 
Influence of the Airport 
Taxicab Concessionaire 
No Barriers as Operators 
Control Airport and 
Municipal Taxicab 
Services 
Independent Contractor 
Drivers 
Lack of Communication 
Skills 
Tradition of Seeking 
Assistance from the 
Airport Taxicab 
Concessionaire or the 
Other Taxicab Operators 
Strict Municipal Taxicab 
Regulations Preclude 
Meaningful Participation in 
Municipal Taxicab Affairs 
Outside Taxicab 
Regulatory Agencies 
Proper Regulation of 
Taxicabs as a Public 
Transportation Mode 
Regulatory Due Process 
Restrictions and Other 
Legal Requirements 
Regulatory Due Process 
Restrictions 
 
Table 7-16: Taxicab Operator Barriers to US Airport Taxicab Planning Initiatives by Airport Ownership 
Model 
Airport 
Ownership 
Model 
Group 
Active 
Involvement 
in Airport 
Taxicab 
Planning 
Initiatives 
Description of Barriers or Restrictions to Airport Taxicab 
Planning Initiatives 
City-owned 
(SFO) 
Taxicab 
operators No 
Sufficient numbers of well-maintained taxicabs to transport 
airport patrons 
County-
owned (FLL) 
Taxicab 
operators Yes 
Frequent use of political processes by the concessionaire and the 
smaller taxicab operators on airport taxicab planning matters 
Independent 
authority 
(MCO) 
Taxicab 
operators Yes 
No real barriers as existing legislation maintains the dominant 
position of the taxicab operators in the provision of  airport 
taxicab services 
 
The barriers in airport taxicab planning decision-making processes faced by the independent 
contractor drivers were noted by the case study airports regardless of ownership model. The staff 
at the city-owned airport (SFO) identified the lack of communication among the drivers with 
airport staff as the primary barrier limiting the drivers’ ability to participate in airport taxicab 
planning initiatives. In the case of the county-owned airport (FLL), the staff identified both the 
existence of protocols requiring the drivers to work with the taxicab concessionaire on issues 
involving airport taxicab matters, and the inability of the drivers to enter into confidential 
discussions with airport staff on taxicab issues, as the primary barriers limiting driver 
participation in airport taxicab issues. In the case of the independent authority airport (MCO), the 
staff identified the existing rules set forth by both the City of Orlando and the airport virtually 
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preclude the drivers’ input into taxicab matters, serving as the barrier preventing drivers from 
participating in discussions involving airport taxicab issues (see Table 7-17). 
Legal protocols and processes to ensure due process of law were identified by the county-
owned airport (FLL) and independent authority airport (MCO) as the primary barriers 
impacting the ability of the outside transport regulatory agencies in providing input on 
airport taxicab planning activities (see Table 7-18). The county-owned airport identified the 
agency’s lack of discretionary authority and their exposure to public scrutiny on their actions 
and decisions as the primary barrier in working with airport staff on airport taxicab planning 
initiatives. The independent authority airport points toward the comprehensive nature of the 
City of Orlando’s taxicab ordinances as the primary barrier, as any changes emanating from 
airport taxicab planning initiatives would necessitate a lengthy legislative process, including 
numerous public hearings, prior to any legislative action on proposed taxicab regulatory 
changes by the local city council and the airport board. On the other hand, the city-owned 
airport (SFO) considers the current regulatory agency as not having any barriers, unlike their 
predecessor agencies, given their ability to adequately regulate and manage the taxicab 
industry within the context of the other public transportation services that service the needs 
of the traveling public. 
Table 7-17: Independent Contractor Driver Barriers to US Airport Taxicab Planning Initiatives by 
Airport Ownership Model 
Airport 
Ownership 
Model 
Group 
Active 
Involvement 
in Airport 
Taxicab 
Planning 
Initiatives 
Description of Barriers or Restrictions to Airport Taxicab 
Planning Initiatives 
City-owned 
(SFO) 
Independent 
contractor 
drivers 
Yes Lack of communication among the drivers 
County-
owned (FLL) 
Independent 
contractor 
drivers 
Yes Protocols between the airport and taxicab concessionaire reduce direct communication opportunities with the drivers 
Independent 
authority 
(MCO) 
Independent 
contractor 
drivers 
No Existing legislation gives taxicab operators the dominant position in the provision of  airport taxicab services 
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Table 7-18: Transport Regulatory Agency Barriers to US Airport Taxicab Planning Initiatives by Airport 
Ownership Model 
Airport 
Ownership 
Model 
Group 
Active 
Involvement 
in Airport 
Taxicab 
Planning 
Initiatives 
Description of Barriers or Restrictions to Airport Taxicab 
Planning Initiatives 
City-owned 
(SFO) 
Transport 
regulatory 
agencies 
Yes None as appropriate level of collaboration exists regarding airport taxicab planning matters 
County-
owned (FLL) 
Transport 
regulatory 
agencies 
Yes Legal protocols and processes 
Independent 
authority 
(MCO) 
Transport 
regulatory 
agencies 
Yes Legal protocols and processes 
      
7.6 OPPORTUNITIES TO IMPROVE US AIRPORT TAXICAB 
SERVICES 
Stanley and Hencher (2008) contend that better public transport outcomes would occur if those 
responsible for the planning and coordination of transportation services and the individual service 
providers develop trusting relationships. In light of this premise, this research chose to explore 
the quality of relationships between the actors concerned in any initiatives to improve supply-side 
airport taxicab service in order to increase the air passenger ground transportation modal split. 
Thus, the representatives from the case study airports were asked in their interviews whether their 
interactions with the taxicab operators, independent contractor drivers, and the outside transport 
regulatory agencies have led to airport taxicab service improvements that directly or indirectly 
led to increased usage by air passengers for their airport-based trips. 
7.6.1 SAN FRANCISCO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT  
The SFO staff interviewed noted that they do not interact directly with the taxicab operators as 
the taxicab medallion holders, most of whom are current taxicab drivers, are the ones who have 
the direct stake in any airport taxicab planning initiatives. However, SFO staff also noted: 
“...it would probably be good to hear more from the industry, the taxicab 
companies, on what their concerns and issues are.” 
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In terms of future opportunities, the SFO staff interviewed stated that they would likely seek to 
engage the taxicab operators because of the desire of both groups to provide a good 
transportation service to airport patrons. SFO staff also believed that the taxicab operators could 
be encouraged to participate in airport taxicab planning initiatives by focusing on taxicab service 
improvements through initiatives designed to allow the operators to better:  
“...serve the economy and get loyalty to the taxicab company brand.” 
The independent contractor drivers, including those with current taxicab medallions, were 
identified by SFO staff as the ones having a primary stake in any airport taxicab initiatives 
including those calculated to increase the air passenger ground transportation modal split. SFO 
staff believed that the drivers’ interests in taxicab service improvements are primarily financial in 
that: 
“...the drivers get better tips if the passengers are happy.” 
SFO staff also noted in their interview that the drivers are focused on the equitability of any 
proposed airport taxicab planning initiative with respect to them and other taxicab drivers. In 
discussions between SFO staff and the airport’s taxicab industry involving the assessment of free 
trips for drivers taking a customer to locations adjacent to the airport, the drivers are considering 
the use of a GPS-based tracking system placed by SFO staff on all permitted taxicabs to: 
“...measure the distance and use that as a way to determine whether the 
driver gets a short trip discount and front-of-the-line privileges.” 
As a result of the on-going discussions between SFO staff and the taxicab drivers, SFO staff 
believe that initiatives that provide drivers with immediate financial benefits and accessibility to 
the airport ground transportation marketplace will garner driver participation in future airport 
taxicab planning endeavours, including those that can result in increased volumes of air 
passenger volumes using taxicabs for their airport-based trips. 
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SFO staff believes that future participation by outside transport regulatory agencies in 
conjunction with airport taxicab planning initiatives designed to increase the air passenger ground 
transportation modal split would be based upon the agency’s interest in wanting: 
“...a good traveler experience to promote tourism and travel for San 
Francisco.” 
Thus, future participation by the outside transport regulatory agencies in SFO-initiated taxicab 
planning initiatives to foster supply-side service improvements and increase the air passenger 
ground transportation modal split will likely need to include plans intended to improve the 
taxicab customer’s travel experience.   
7.6.2  FORT LAUDERDALE-HOLLYWOOD INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
The FLL staff interviewed focused on increasing network engagements by the staff with the 
airport’s taxicab concessionaire and other taxicab operators as the key to creating opportunities to 
improve airport taxicab services. While FLL staff were unable to point to any single initiative or 
meeting that led to proposals resulting in increased air passenger usage of airport taxicab 
services, “...we’ve had some pretty feisty discussions with our operators and we’ve made 
changes” that have resulted in increased airport taxicab passenger volumes while in a depressed 
economic climate. The focus by FLL staff on increasing network engagements through the use of 
monthly meetings to discuss airport taxicab issues was noted as allowing the taxicab operators to 
develop relationships, so that they can call a specific FLL staff member directly to objectively 
review any problems or issues that are impacting their ability to provide airport taxicab services. 
The focus on networks was also noted by the FLL staff interviewed on their exchanges with the 
drivers, in that “...we do want to reach out and do want to get their input” on any airport taxicab 
planning initiatives involving either airport infrastructure or programs. FLL staff, in conjunction 
with the change from an airport taxicab concession to a ground transportation management 
contract, reported seeking feedback from the drivers as to how the new contractor is addressing 
concerns that impact taxicab and other airport ground transportation services. However, FLL 
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staff noted that any exchanges with the drivers provide opportunities to ensure that they “...fully 
understand the airport’s rules, regulations, enforcement methods, penalties involved” to minimize 
any misunderstandings as to each others’ expectations in any future interactions. 
FLL staff also identified continued network interactions with the outside transport regulatory 
agency as an integral part of their efforts to involve them in their planning to improve airport 
taxicab services. In their interview, the FLL staff noted that their regular interactions through 
monthly meetings were intended to “...sort things out” between the agencies. The staff noted that 
their network interactions with the other agencies were such that: 
“...we rarely make a major change to curbside allocation or something 
without calling them in and review everything with us and give us ideas.”   
As a result, FLL staff stated that they are: 
“...able to pick up the phone at any time, know somebody there by name, 
what is their rank, what their level of authority is, and discuss something, get 
an answer, and move on.” 
In the case of FLL, the staff interviewed stated that the close relationships they have built with 
outside departments responsible for taxicab planning, operations, and enforcement have allowed 
for the comprehensive discussion of county-wide taxicab planning initiatives to improve taxicab 
services at the airport, the local seaport, and other municipalities in Broward County. 
7.6.3 ORLANDO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
The MCO staff interviewed noted that they meet regularly with the City of Orlando’s taxicab 
operators to discuss issues that impact the services provided to airport patrons. These 
meetings are supplemented with “taxicab summits” that are also regularly convened by 
MCO staff with representatives from the Orange County Convention Center, as well as local 
meeting planners; these meetings are designed to better coordinate taxicab service needs in 
conjunction with upcoming conferences and other special events. However, MCO staff noted 
that these meetings do not delve into taxicab planning issues as “...demand is pretty much 
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what it is going to be...”, with airport taxicab planning issues highly intertwined with both 
Chapter 55 of the City of Orlando’s municipal ordinance and the airport’s ground 
transportation rules and regulations. 
MCO staff repeatedly stated that they do not interact with the independent contractor drivers 
unless the driver is cited by an airport enforcement officer for violating the airport’s ground 
transportation rules and regulations. During the interview, the MCO staff interviewed noted 
that: 
“...I’d like to see some drivers improve their level of customer service.” 
Any MCO staff concerns regarding the quality of customer service provided by the airport’s 
taxicab drivers are routinely addressed with the airport’s taxicab operators. However, MCO 
staff issues pertaining to the training of taxicab drivers by the taxicab companies have 
resulted in the airport developing a taxicab driver’s handbook. According to MCO staff, the 
proposed handbook will summarize portions of the airport’s ground transportation rules and 
regulations as they pertain to airport taxicab procedures and a taxicab driver’s day-to-day 
operations. MCO staff hopes that the issuance of this handbook will provide the drivers with 
the requisite knowledge to properly conduct MCO taxicab operations. 
MCO staff reported working with taxicab regulatory agencies other than the City of Orlando, 
whose operators provide taxicab services into the airport. In an effort to improve airport 
taxicab services provided by these other operators in outlying communities, the MCO staff 
interviewed stated that they provide technical assistance to the Orange County Convention 
Center in the development of a Request for Proposal (RFP) process to select on-site taxicab 
providers. Through MCO staff assistance, the Orange County Convention Center was able to 
grapple with taxicab service quality issues in a jurisdiction in which taxicab services are, 
essentially, unregulated with the exception of an annual license fee. By the time the RFP was 
released, “...Orange County adopted much of what the airport did” to improve the quality of 
taxicab services. 
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7.6.4 SUMMARY  
Table 7-19 summarizes the responses of the three case study airports as to opportunities through 
which airport taxicab services could be improved through interactions with taxicab operators, 
independent contractor drivers, and the outside transport regulatory agencies. The representatives 
from the three case study airports all reported the existence of these networks from their answers 
to the semi-structured questions asked during the on-site interviews. 
Table 7-19: Summary of Opportunities to Improve Taxicab Services at the Case Study Airports 
 City-Owned Airport (SFO) County-Owned Airport (FLL) 
Independent Authority 
Airport (MCO) 
Taxicab Operators Seeking Participation in Future Meetings 
Continue Development of 
Close Personal 
Relationships 
Continue Use of Regular 
Meetings 
Independent Contractor 
Drivers 
Focus on Issues Involving 
Increasing Driver Income 
and Equitable Access to 
Airport Patrons 
Continue Development of 
Close Personal 
Relationships 
Issue Airport Rules and 
Procedures in a Driver 
Handbook Issued to 
Airport Taxicab Drivers 
Outside Taxicab 
Regulatory Agencies 
Focus on Issues to Improve 
the Taxicab Customer 
Experience 
Continue Development of 
Close Personal 
Relationships 
Continue Use of Regular 
Meetings 
 
Two of the case study airports in which the taxicab operators were actively involved in airport 
taxicab planning initiatives reported using these interactions differently. The county-owned 
airport (FLL) reported meeting with the taxicab operators, allowing the individual taxicab 
operators to develop more personal relationships with airport staff, from which formal and 
informal discussions can occur regarding issues or problems involving airport taxicab planning 
matters. The independent authority airport (MCO) reported using their regularly scheduled 
meetings with the taxicab operators to discuss any taxicab-related issues. 
The city-owned airport (SFO) reported that they do not currently confer with the taxicab 
operators on airport taxicab planning initiatives, as the operators have not been impacted by 
previous airport taxicab planning initiatives. However, the SFO represented noted that they plan 
to conduct future meetings with the taxicab operators to seek their input on proposed new airport 
taxicab planning initiatives (see Table 7-20). 
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In the case of engagements between the case study airports and the independent contractor 
drivers, the on-site interviews noted that the interactions between these airports and the 
drivers who provide taxicab services to traveling public were more varied. The staff from the 
city-owned airport (SFO) stated that the drivers are already actively involved with respect to 
exchanges involving proposed taxicab planning initiatives. The staff reported that the taxicab 
drivers at the city-owned airport were more focused on issues involving driver income and 
equitable access to fare-paying airport customers. The staff from the county-owned airport 
(FLL) noted also experiencing some drivers engaging in airport taxicab planning activities, 
but that the engagements were primarily used by both airport staff and the drivers as a means 
in which to exchange information. 
Table 7-20: Airport Engagements Used to Guide Airport Taxicab Service Improvements – Taxicab 
Operators 
Airport 
Ownership 
Model 
Group 
Active 
Involvement 
in Airport 
Taxicab 
Planning 
Initiatives 
Airport Engagement Techniques Used in Guiding 
Improvements for Airport Taxicab Services 
City-owned 
(SFO) 
Taxicab 
operators No 
Outreach to taxicab operators planned on suggested airport 
taxicab planning initiatives 
County-
owned (FLL) 
Taxicab 
operators Yes 
Network  opportunities with taxicab operators utilized to build 
personal relationships 
Independent 
authority 
(MCO) 
Taxicab 
operators Yes Regularly scheduled meetings convened to discuss taxicab issues 
 
The staff from the independent authority airport (MCO) stated that they do not meet with the 
drivers on airport taxicab planning initiatives. However, MCO staff noted that they are 
engaging with the drivers through the distribution of a new driver’s handbook. This 
handbook, which summarizes airport taxicab procedures, is a part of the airport’s effort to 
increase the quality of taxicab services through improved compliance with MCO’s ground 
transportation rules and regulations (see Table 7-21). 
  
Chapter 7:  Qualitative Interview and Case Study Findings  
Kum L. (Dan) Wong – 31Jul13 Page 228 
Table 7-21: Airport Engagements Used to Guide Airport Taxicab Service Improvements – Independent 
Contractor Drivers 
Airport 
Ownership 
Model 
Group 
Active 
Involvement 
in Airport 
Taxicab 
Planning 
Initiatives 
Airport Engagement Techniques Used in Guiding 
Improvements for Airport Taxicab Services 
City-owned 
(SFO) 
Independent 
contractor 
drivers 
Yes Initiatives focused towards increasing driver income and accessibility to airport patrons 
County-
owned (FLL) 
Independent 
contractor 
drivers 
Yes Network opportunities with taxicab drivers and other actors to be utilized in mutually exchanging information 
Independent 
authority 
(MCO) 
Independent 
contractor 
drivers 
No Provide a handbook detailing airport taxicab operating procedures 
 
The case study airports all reported interacting with their respective transport regulatory 
agencies concerning airport taxicab planning matters. The staff interviewed from the city-
owned airport (SFO) identified that the engagements between the two agencies focused on 
the taxicab customer, and how they could work cooperatively to improve the taxicab 
customer’s experience to enhance local business activities and tourism. The staff from the 
county-owned airport (FLL) identified in their interview that they either created, or took 
advantage of, opportunities to personally engage with representatives from the other county 
agencies so as to build close relationships for the development of mutually acceptable 
taxicab planning initiatives. The staff from the independent authority airport (MCO) reported 
using their technical expertise to assist a government facility in an adjacent community, 
which generated a significant number of airport taxicab trips, to develop a taxicab licensing 
and regulatory process to address the facility’s taxicab service problems (see Table 7-22).   
The next and final chapter will integrate the qualitative research findings from this chapter with 
the survey findings in Chapter 5. The integration of these findings are intended to more fully 
address the research aims through illustrating the complex relationships in which US airports 
interact with taxicab operators, independent contractor drivers, and external transport regulatory 
agencies regarding airport taxicab planning activities. The exposure of the on-going associations 
among these actors will provide a window from which airport taxicab planning initiatives can be 
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assessed to ensure that airport patrons receive a high quality taxicab experience that results in an 
increased air passenger ground transportation modal share that benefits the traveling public, as 
well as the actors involved with providing airport taxicab services.  
The knowledge gleaned through the examination of US airport decision-making processes with 
these actors responsible for supplying airports with taxicab services will cultivate new concepts 
and methods, regardless of the airport ownership model, to better engage these groups in the 
creation of sustainable supply-side taxicab service improvements that will increase the 
attractiveness of this ground transportation mode by air passengers.   
Table 7-22: Airport Engagements Used to Guide Airport Taxicab Service Improvements – External 
Transport Regulatory Agencies 
Airport 
Ownership 
Model 
Group 
Active 
Involvement 
in Airport 
Taxicab 
Planning 
Initiatives 
Airport Engagement Techniques Used in Guiding 
Improvements for Airport Taxicab Services 
City-owned 
(SFO) 
Transport 
regulatory 
agencies 
Yes Initiatives focused towards improving the customer experience for airport taxicab patrons 
County-
owned (FLL) 
Transport 
regulatory 
agencies 
Yes Develop close working relationships with all transport regulatory agencies overseeing taxicab operations 
Independent 
authority 
(MCO) 
Transport 
regulatory 
agencies 
Yes Provide technical assistance to nearby governmental entities in regulating taxicab services 
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Chapter 8:  Conclusions 
This thesis addressed the challenges US airport operators have in providing airport patrons with 
high quality ground transportation options in light of existing and future air passenger volumes. 
US airports generate significant revenues from facilities supporting the private automobile. 
However, continued dependence on the private automobile by air passengers at US airports over 
other airport ground transportation modes has resulted in ground access issues impacting both 
airport operations and the airport patron’s travel experience. 
US airports have historically provided air passengers with taxicab services as a convenience 
because of the distance of airports from traditional urban centers. Increasing air passenger 
volumes on already congested airport roadways and ancillary facilities necessitate that airports 
undertake planning efforts to increase the air passenger ground transportation modal share. Few 
US airports have either direct connections to high capacity rail transportation modes, or plans to 
address increasing the air passenger ground transportation modal share. The predominance of 
low density urban development in the US forces airports to rely upon taxicabs as a significant 
provider of airport ground transportation services. Thus, any US airport transportation planning 
initiatives that are proposed to increase the air passenger ground transportation modal share will 
require the cooperation and support of the airport’s taxicab service providers. 
Deregulation of the US taxicab industry in the 1970s and 1980s resulted in many airports 
abolishing taxicab concession agreements that gave airport management the ability to specify the 
quantity and quality of airport taxicab services. Many airports subsequently opened their taxicab 
markets to additional operators. The elimination of these agreements has required airport 
management to openly engage with a number of parties responsible for providing taxicab 
services. Taxicab operators, independent contractor drivers, and outside transport regulatory 
agencies regulating municipal taxicab services have been approached by airport management to 
ensure that airport taxicab services continue to be made available for airport patrons. 
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This research examines the interactions US airport management have undertaken with these 
actors to facilitate the availability of airport taxicab services. Governance theory is the theoretical 
lens used to analyze airport interactions with other actors. A mixed research approach using 
surveys, on-site interviews and document reviews was used to address the following research 
questions: 
1. What governance structures are in place guiding US airport taxicab planning? 
2. What governance structures and processes have been effective in improving US airport 
taxicab services? 
3. What barriers impede US airports from developing effective and efficient airport taxicab 
services? 
4. What opportunities for US airports exist to improve airport taxicab services? 
This chapter has been divided into three parts: first, a summary of the research findings; second, 
the theoretical and empirical contributions of the findings; and third, recommendations for future 
research. 
8.1 SUMMARY OF THE RESEARCH FINDINGS 
The US hub airports responding to the survey overwhelmingly viewed themselves as being a 
self-supporting public enterprise on an organizational level rather than as either a government 
agency or a public utility, regardless of whether the airport was a city department, county 
department, or independent authority. The entrepreneurial focus of US airports is also indicated 
by the majority of the respondents reporting that the staff responsible for airport taxicab planning 
activities has business and public administration backgrounds, rather than backgrounds in either 
transportation planning or logistics. The respondents also reported that airport taxicab planning 
functions are performed by the airport’s operations department rather than the planning 
department; direct participation by senior airport management in airport taxicab planning 
activities are more commonplace at the smaller hub airports.  
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The airport respondents, regardless of their hub size or ownership model, reported initiating the 
engagements with the taxicab operators, independent contractor drivers, and the outside transport 
regulatory agencies at least 60% of the time. The airports reported meeting most frequently with 
the taxicab operators regarding airport taxicab planning initiatives. The airports reported meeting 
less often on these initiatives with the independent contractor drivers, and the least often with 
representatives from the outside transport regulatory agencies. 
The airports reported either dominating or exerting significant control over discussions with both 
the taxicab operators and independent contractors involving airport taxicab planning initiatives. 
This approach is recognized as hierarchical or top-down governance. On the other hand, the 
airport respondents identified that their engagements with the outside transport regulatory 
agencies involving airport taxicab planning matters were more balanced. The respondent airports 
identified the use of both formal and informal (or ad hoc) meetings to discuss airport taxicab 
planning issues; but, the use of formal meetings were used more often with the outside transport 
regulatory agencies. The use of informal meetings was primarily used by these airports with both 
the taxicab operators and independent contractor drivers. 
The quality of the relationships was identified as a factor in bolstering the relationships among 
network stakeholders. The research explored relationship quality, trust, commitment, and mutual 
learning in airport interactions involving airport taxicab planning activities. The respondent 
airports reported that their interactions with the outside transport regulatory agencies were the 
most conducive towards the development of relationships resulting in mutually agreeable 
solutions. The airports reported that their engagements with the taxicab operators were also 
positive in the development of a cooperative working relationship. However, the airports gave a 
negative rating towards their interactions with the independent contractor drivers regarding 
airport taxicab planning issues. 
US airport management reportedly had significant influence over the outcomes from any 
engagements with the other actors on taxicab planning activities. The airport respondents were 
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given questions regarding the participation and influence particular internal and external actors 
had in these decision-making processes. These respondents reported that the airport’s senior 
management had the greatest influence on such decisions, followed closely by the airport’s 
governing board. The airport respondents also identified that the outside transport regulatory 
agencies exerted the most external influence over taxicab planning outcomes, while the 
independent contractor drivers had the least influence.  
Respondents acknowledged benefits were received by US airports through undertaking network 
governance activities involving airport taxicab planning initiatives; however, these interactions 
do not result in increasing the air passenger ground transportation modal share. Benefits accrued 
from participation in these networks were examined in the research. The responses identified that 
airport interactions with the other actors were viewed as benefitting the traveling public through 
improved taxicab services. However, the respondents also believed that these engagements had 
no impact on increasing air passenger taxicab use for their airport-based trips. 
Overall, the findings from the research identify a balance of hierarchical and network governance 
is used by US airports in the planning of airport taxicab services.  This balance appears to be 
different at each airport, and it is not static but ever-changing.  
On-site interviews and subsequent document reviews were used to explore governance structures 
and processes that effectuated improved US airport taxicab services. The responses from the city-
owned airport (SFO), county-owned airport (FLL), and the independent authority airport (MCO) 
did not identify any unique patterns beyond simply interacting with the other actors between the 
three primary US airport ownership modes. The city-owned airport identified transparency 
among the various actors in decision-making processes was effective. The county-owned airport 
noted the development of close and personal relationships was essential to improving airport 
taxicab services. The independent authority airport commented that regularly scheduled meetings 
helped in improving airport taxicab services. It was noteworthy that the independent authority 
airport intentionally designed their taxicab program to preclude any input from the drivers as the 
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taxicab operators, through a consortium, operate the airport’s entire taxicab system in return for 
payment of a privilege fee. 
The interviews and document reviews were also used to identify any barriers that may impede 
the development of taxicab service improvements, including those involving supply-side service 
changes, which could ultimately result in an increased air passenger ground transportation modal 
share. Analysis of the responses and ancillary documents failed to identify any consistent pattern 
that cuts across either the airport ownership mode or particular actor. The city-owned airport 
viewed the costs of purchasing and maintaining late-model vehicles, lack of communication 
skills, and the inappropriate regulation of taxicabs as a public transport mode as the barrier by the 
taxicab operators, independent contractor drivers and outside transport regulatory agencies 
respectively. The county-owned airport viewed the political processes, tradition of working only 
with the airport taxicab concessionaire and regulatory due process issues as the barrier by the 
taxicab operators, independent contractor drivers and outside transport regulatory agencies in that 
order. The independent authority airport saw the taxicab operators as not having a barrier since 
they control the airport’s taxicab operations; however, the strict municipal taxicab regulatory 
structure and regulatory due process restrictions are seen by this airport as the barriers by the 
drivers and outside regulatory agencies respectively to the development of an improved airport 
taxicab system.    
The identification of opportunities for US airports to improve their taxicab services was also 
examined through the use of semi-structured interview questions asked in the on-site interviews 
and subsequent document reviews. The county-owned airport reported continuing the 
development of close personal relationships between airport staff and the three primary actors 
responsible for providing airport taxicab services. The city-owned airport identified seeking 
participation in future meetings, a focus on issues involving increasing driver income and 
equitable access to airport patrons, and a focus on issues improving the taxicab customer 
experience with the taxicab operators, independent contractor drivers, and the outside transport 
regulatory agencies respectively to further improve airport taxicab services. The independent 
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authority airport identified continuing the use of regular meetings with the taxicab operators and 
outside transport regulatory agencies to improve airport taxicab services. However, the 
independent authority airport has recently proposed to promote a new taxicab driver handbook to 
seek independent contractor driver compliance with existing airport ground transportation 
regulations.  
8.2 THEORETICAL AND EMPIRICAL CONTRIBUTION 
The primary question being addressed in this thesis is whether US airports participate in network 
governance to achieve their organizational goals. Findings from the research indicate that US 
airports, as publicly owned enterprises, engage with external actors in an effort to provide needed 
taxicab services to airport patrons. The data also indicates that these airports, like other 
governmental entities, attempt to control network governance processes in those situations in 
which they are dependent upon private actors in the provision of publicly desired services. On the 
other hand, US airports accord other levels of government equal status in network governance 
interactions. The data indicates that US airports will likely continue to engage with the other 
actors in an effort to receive better services for their patrons. 
Participation in liberal democratic societies is viewed as an essential element of governmental 
decision-making. The research identified that US airports, like other levels of government, seek 
to acquire public input prior to any proposed actions that are discussed and voted upon by the 
designated governing board in a public forum. Decisions by US airports primarily focus on 
business issues that ensure financial self-sufficiency rather than addressing socio-economic issues 
involving societal concerns. Thus, airport management appear to view their relationships with the 
other actors in airport taxicab planning activities strictly as a necessary and on-going business 
activity to ensure the airport’s continued operational readiness. 
The data from the research confirm that even with the involvement of publicly-owned US 
airports in any network deliberations, government involvement does not automatically ensure 
that all of the actors will receive equal treatment, let alone be sufficiently heard in any 
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discussions. Nevertheless, the data consistently identified that these airports extolled the benefits 
of these interactions with the others as contributing to their ability to provide better services to 
airport patrons. 
The research findings also indicate that senior airport management may likely have a significant, 
if not the most influence, in the outcomes from US airport decision-making processes. Thus, the 
composition of the airport’s senior management team may very well factor into the airport’s 
commitment to network governance activities with outside actors in an effort to meet their 
commitments to the traveling public. 
This research also acknowledges the multiple roles that US airports must balance in their airport 
taxicab planning activities in order to provide adequate high quality taxicab services to airport 
patrons. 
First, US airports must possess and exercise their statutory regulatory functions to effectively 
manage the airport’s highly competitive taxicab marketplace. Airports constitute the largest 
single taxicab market in most US urban areas. The combination of a highly competitive airport 
taxicab marketplace combined with a large number of taxicabs concentrated at a single location 
results in undesirable activities including, but not limited to altercations between drivers and the 
illegal solicitation of passengers. Thus, an adequate level of airport regulatory functions will 
allow for the efficient handling of airport taxicab traffic, fairness among the taxicab service 
providers, and offering airport taxicab patrons with safe and comfortable vehicles. 
Second, US airports must develop working relationships with the various actors responsible for 
the provision of taxicab services to ensure that an appropriate number of taxicabs are made 
available to meet airport patron demand. These relationships are also useful in obtaining 
individual actor support on proposed airport initiatives to improve taxicab services, including 
those involving supply-side service changes. However, the development of effective working 
relationships will likely require airport management to delve into outside socio-economic issues 
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facing the various actors, as well as the influence of the cultural and religious diversity in the 
ranks of the taxicab service providers.   
The challenge facing US airport management is how to better integrate the use of network 
governance in successfully fostering taxicab supply-side service improvements that improve the 
air passenger’s overall travel experience resulting in an increased air passenger ground 
transportation modal split. The increasingly complex environment in which US airports operate 
requires the judicious choice of governance modes from which to develop and implement plans 
and programs. Senior airport management simply cannot exercise their regulatory powers to 
unilaterally dictate supply-side service changes to airport taxicab service providers to achieve 
increases in the air passenger ground transportation modal share. Rather, airport managers must 
choose an appropriate balance of their regulatory powers and network arrangements to achieve 
desirable air passenger ground transportation modal share increases, (see Figure 8-1). The 
additional time and resources required by US airports to create and implement these plans may 
likely be offset by increased acceptance and better implementation of supply-side service 
improvements by airport taxicab service providers. 
 
Figure 8-1: US Airport Governance Modes to Facilitate Supply-Side Taxicab Service Improvements 
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8.3 FUTURE RESEARCH NEEDS 
The focus of this exploratory research into network governance in US airport taxicab planning 
activities was limited to the actions of airport management involving transportation planning 
activities that impact the use of taxicabs by air passengers and other airport patrons for their 
airport-generated trips. While this research did not investigate specific factors (e.g., cost, time, 
comfort, etc.) that determine the ground transportation choice for their airport-based trips, future 
research could investigate existing utility models to determine their continued usefulness to 
ascertain projected airport taxicab usage. This research could also result in the development of 
new utility models that allow airport management to identify pertinent factors that can be utilized 
in new airport taxicab planning initiatives to further increase the air passenger ground 
transportation modal share. 
However, future research examining these engagements from the viewpoints of the other actors, 
such as the taxicab operators, independent contractor drivers, and outside transport regulatory 
agencies, would provide additional information on how network governance is employed in US 
airport taxicab planning activities. The broader and richer descriptions of network governance 
obtained from additional research from the viewpoints of the other actors would permit more 
comprehensive recommendations to be made to US airports that better target and address the 
issues involved with improving airport taxicab services. 
Further, the research design did not measure the effects the airport’s taxicab dispatching system 
may have on driver participation in these network engagements. Those interviewed in 
conjunction with the case studies indicated that there may be factors in the operation of the 
taxicab dispatching systems that may either positively or negatively impact driver participation in 
discussions involving airport taxicab planning initiatives. Future research in this arena may be 
able to identify and isolate these impacts in discussions involving airport taxicab services.    
US city-owned, county-owned, and independent authority airport decision-making processes 
differ in terms of their insulation from political interference. Thus, the focus by airports on 
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economic self-sufficiency may, by itself, be an insulator from political influences. Thus, the 
participation and influence of these actors may be skewed to an unknown degree by FAA’s 
mandate that any US airports accepting their financial assistance grants be economically self-
sufficient. Future research may likely identify the degree in which US airport economic self-
sufficiency insulates these airports from outside political influences in any airport decisions, 
including those involving airport taxicab planning issues. 
Finally, new research is needed to determine how governance theory can be integrated with 
traditional transportation planning research methods to provide recommendations to improve US 
airport ground access planning. Mathematically-based transportation research methods involving 
travel demand and travel behavior has, in the past, provided valuable information for US airports 
in the design and operation of their landside facilities. Incorporating governance theory provides 
researchers with a more comprehensive understanding of the wide range of factors that are 
involved with both air passenger ground transportation mode choices, as well as the planning and 
operation of airport taxicabs and other ground transportation services. As a result, better airport 
transportation planning initiatives become possible that may lead to increases in the air passenger 
ground transportation modal share through supply-side taxicab service and other improvements. 
Notwithstanding the conclusions and the implications of this research, this exploratory research 
was intended to begin uncovering network governance that occurs in conjunction with US airport 
taxicab planning activities. Identification of the actors, as well as their influence, or lack thereof, 
in decisions impacting airport taxicab planning processes will allow existing networks to be 
remolded to allow for increased participation the independent contractor drivers seen by airport 
respondents as having little influence. Increasing the amount of cooperation and participation by 
all of the actors involved will facilitate economic and other benefits arising from supply-side 
airport taxicab service improvements to be distributed fairly to all participants. The traveling 
public will also benefit from these improvements that may result in both increases in the air 
passenger ground transportation modal share and the achievement of environmentally-desirable 
reductions in airport-generated landside traffic congestion and their associated emissions.       
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Appendices 
Appendix A: US Hub Airports Surveyed 
Airport 
Code City Airport 
2009 FAA 
Airport 
Hub  
Category 
FAA 
Region 
Response 
Received by 
30Dec11 
ANC Anchorage 
Ted Stevens Anchorage 
International M A No 
ABE Allentown Lehigh Valley International S E No 
ABQ Albuquerque 
Albuquerque International 
Sunport M SW No 
ACY Atlantic City Atlantic City International S E Yes 
ALB Albany Albany International S E No 
AMA Amarillo 
Rick Husband Amarillo 
International S SW No 
ATL Atlanta 
Hartsfield - Jackson Atlanta 
International L S No 
AUS Austin 
Austin-Bergstrom 
International M SW Yes 
BDL Windsor Locks Bradley International M NE No 
BGR Bangor Bangor International S NE Yes 
BHM Birmingham 
Birmingham-Shuttlesworth 
International S S No 
BIL Billings Billings Logan International S NW No 
BNA Nashville Nashville International M S No 
BOI Boise 
Boise Air Terminal/Gowen 
Field S NW No 
BOS Boston 
General Edward Lawrence 
Logan International L NE No 
BTV Burlington Burlington International S NE Yes 
BUF Buffalo Buffalo Niagara International M E No 
BUR Burbank Bob Hope M W No 
BWI Glen Burnie 
Baltimore/Washington 
International Thurgood 
Marshal L E No 
CAE Columbia Columbia Metropolitan S S Yes 
CAK Akron Akron-Canton Regional S GL No 
CHS Charleston Charleston AFB/International S S Yes 
CID Cedar Rapids The Eastern Iowa S C Yes 
CLE Cleveland 
Cleveland-Hopkins 
International M GL No 
CLT Charlotte 
Charlotte/Douglas 
International L S No 
CMH Columbus Port Columbus International M GL No 
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COS 
Colorado 
Springs 
City of Colorado Springs 
Municipal S NW No 
Airport 
Code City Airport 
2009 FAA 
Airport 
Hub  
Category 
FAA 
Region 
Response 
Received by 
30Dec11 
CRP Corpus Christi Corpus Christi International S SW No 
CVG Hebron 
Cincinnati/Northern Kentucky 
International M S No 
DAL Dallas Dallas Love Field M SW No 
DAY Dayton 
James M Cox Dayton 
International S GL No 
DCA Arlington 
Ronald Reagan Washington 
National L E No 
DEN Denver Denver International L NW Yes 
DFW Fort Worth 
Dallas/Fort Worth 
International L SW Yes 
DSM Des Moines Des Moines International S C No 
DTW Detroit 
Detroit Metropolitan Wayne 
County L GL No 
ELP El Paso El Paso International S SW No 
EWR Newark Newark Liberty International L E Yes 
FAI Fairbanks Fairbanks International S A Yes 
FAR Fargo Hector International S GL No 
FAT Fresno Fresno Yosemite International S W No 
FLL Fort Lauderdale 
Fort Lauderdale/Hollywood 
International L S Yes 
FNT Flint Bishop International S GL Yes 
GEG Spokane Spokane International S NW No 
GPT Gulfport Gulfport-Biloxi International S S Yes 
GRR Grand Rapids Gerald R. Ford International S GL No 
GSN Saipan 
Francisco C. Ada/Saipan 
International S W No 
GSO Greensboro Piedmont Triad International S S No 
GSP Greer 
Greenville Spartanburg 
International S S No 
GUM Tamuning Guam International S W No 
HNL Honolulu Honolulu International L W Yes 
HOU Houston William P Hobby M SW No 
HPN White Plains Westchester County S E No 
HRL Harlingen Valley International S SW No 
HSV Huntsville 
Huntsville International-Carl 
T Jones Field S S No 
IAD Dulles 
Washington Dulles 
International L E No 
IAH Houston 
George Bush 
Intercontinental/Houston L SW Yes 
ICT Wichita Wichita Mid-Continent S C No 
ILM Wilmington Wilmington International S S No 
IND Indianapolis Indianapolis International M GL No 
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ISP Islip Long Island MacArthur S E No 
ITO Hilo Hilo International S W No 
Airport 
Code City Airport 
2009 FAA 
Airport 
Hub  
Category 
FAA 
Region 
Response 
Received by 
30Dec11 
JAN Jackson Jackson-Evers International S S No 
JAX Jacksonville Jacksonville International M S No 
JFK New York John F Kennedy International L E Yes 
KOA Kailua Kona Kona International at Keahole S W No 
LAS Las Vegas McCarran International L W Yes 
LAX Los Angeles Los Angeles International L W Yes 
LBB Lubbock 
Lubbock Preston Smith 
International S SW No 
LEX Lexington Blue Grass S S No 
LGA New York La Guardia L E Yes 
LGB Long Beach Long Beach /Daugherty Field/ S W No 
LIH Lihue Lihue S W No 
LIT Little Rock Adams Field S SW No 
MAF Midland Midland International S SW Yes 
MCI Kansas City Kansas City International M C No 
MCO Orlando Orlando International L S Yes 
MDT Harrisburg Harrisburg International S E No 
MDW Chicago Chicago Midway International L GL No 
MEM Memphis Memphis International M S Yes 
MFE McAllen McAllen Miller International S SW No 
MHT Manchester Manchester S NE No 
MIA Miami Miami International L S Yes 
MKE Milwaukee General Mitchell International M GL No 
MLI Moline Quad City International S GL No 
MSN Madison 
Dane County Regional-Truax 
Field S GL Yes 
MSP Minneapolis 
Minneapolis-St Paul 
International/Wold-
Chamberlain L GL Yes 
MSY Metairie 
Louis Armstrong New Orleans 
International M SW No 
MYR Myrtle Beach Myrtle Beach International S S Yes 
OAK Oakland 
Metropolitan Oakland 
International M W Yes 
OGG Kahului Kahului M W No 
OKC Oklahoma City Will Rogers World S SW No 
OMA Omaha Eppley Airfield M C No 
ONT Ontario Ontario International M W Yes 
ORD Chicago Chicago O'Hare International L GL No 
ORF Norfolk Norfolk International S E No 
PBI 
West Palm 
Beach Palm Beach International M S No 
PDX Portland Portland International M NW Yes 
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PHF Newport News 
Newport News/Williamsburg 
International S E No 
Airport 
Code City Airport 
2009 FAA 
Airport 
Hub  
Category 
FAA 
Region 
Response 
Received by 
30Dec11 
PHL Philadelphia Philadelphia International L E Yes 
PHX Phoenix 
Phoenix Sky Harbor 
International L W Yes 
PIE Clearwater 
St Petersburg-Clearwater 
International S S No 
PIT Pittsburgh Pittsburgh International M E Yes 
PNS Pensacola 
Pensacola Gulf Coast 
Regional S S No 
PSP Palm Springs Palm Springs International S W Yes 
PVD Warwick Theodore Francis Green State M NE No 
PWM Portland Portland International Jetport S NE No 
RDU Raleigh Raleigh-Durham International M S Yes 
RIC 
Highland 
Springs Richmond International S E Yes 
RNO Reno Reno/Tahoe International M W Yes 
ROC Rochester 
Greater Rochester 
International S E No 
RSW Fort Myers 
Southwest Florida 
International M S Yes 
SAN San Diego San Diego International L W Yes 
SAT San Antonio San Antonio International M SW Yes 
SAV Savannah 
Savannah/Hilton Head 
International S S No 
SBA Santa Barbara Santa Barbara Municipal S W Yes 
SDF Louisville 
Louisville International-
Standiford Field S S No 
SEA Seattle Seattle-Tacoma International L NW No 
SFB Sanford Orlando Sanford International S S No 
SFO San Francisco San Francisco International L W Yes 
SGF Springfield Springfield-Branson National S C No 
SJC San Jose 
Norman Y. Mineta San Jose 
International M W Yes 
SJU San Juan 
Luis Munoz Marin 
International M S No 
SLC Salt Lake City Salt Lake City International L NW No 
SMF Sacramento Sacramento International M W Yes 
SNA Santa Ana 
John Wayne Airport-Orange 
County M W Yes 
SRQ 
Sarasota/Brade
nton 
Sarasota/Bradenton 
International S S No 
STL St. Louis 
Lambert-St Louis 
International M C No 
STT 
Charlotte 
Amalie Cyril E King S S No 
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SYR Syracuse 
Syracuse Hancock 
International S E Yes 
Airport 
Code City Airport 
2009 FAA 
Airport 
Hub  
Category 
FAA 
Region 
Responded to 
Survey by 
30Dec11 
TLH Tallahassee Tallahassee Regional S S Yes 
TPA Tampa Tampa International L S Yes 
TUL Tulsa Tulsa International S SW No 
TUS Tucson Tucson International M W No 
TYS Alcoa McGhee Tyson S S Yes 
VPS Valparaiso Eglin AFB S S Yes 
XNA Bentonville Northwest Arkansas Regional S SW Yes 
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Appendix B: Survey Questionnaire Form  
 
PARTICIPANT INFORMATION FOR QUT 
RESEARCH PROJECT 
– Questionnaire – 
 
Network Governance in US Airport Taxicab Planning Activities 
QUT Ethics Approval Number 1100001167 
 
RESEARCH TEAM   
Principal 
Researcher: Kum L. (Dan) Wong, PhD Candidate, School of Urban Development, QUT 
Associate 
Researcher: 
Professor Doug Baker, School of Urban Development, QUT; Associate 
Professor Robyn Keast, School of Management, QUT Business School 
 
DESCRIPTION 
This project is being undertaken as part of a PhD degree program for Kum L. (Dan) Wong.   
 
The purpose of this project is to identify the formal and informal relationships between US airport 
management and various entities involved with the planning activities or functions related to the 
provision of airport taxicab services (i.e., taxicab operators, taxicab drivers including independent 
contractors and lessees, and off-airport taxicab regulatory agencies).  The goal of the research project is to 
provide US airport managers with additional tools to create sustainable programs to increase the 
utilization of airport ground transport modes, including taxicabs, by air passengers resulting in reduced 
airport-based traffic congestion and related carbon-based vehicular emissions. 
 
You are invited to participate in this project because you are a US airport manager or professional staff 
member who is in a position to provide useful insights to this research project through your prior and/or 
current interactions or engagements with airport taxicab operators, drivers, and off-airport taxicab 
regulatory agencies in the planning activities related to airport taxicab services. 
 
PARTICIPATION 
Your participation in this project is entirely voluntary. If you do agree to participate, you can withdraw 
from the project at any time without comment or penalty. Any identifiable information already obtained 
from you will be destroyed. Your decision to participate, or not participate, will in no way impact upon 
your current or future relationship with QUT. 
 
Participation will involve completing a uniquely coded questionnaire consisting of five (5) sections 
that will take no more than approximately 15-20 minutes of your time per section.  Note that it is 
recommended that you complete the various sections over several days.  Survey questions will include 
the following: 
 
• How often does your airport initiate the interaction or engagement process with the following 
groups? 
 
• What was the level of participation by airport staff responsible for taxicab planning involved with 
off-airport taxicab licensing or regulation issues? 
 
• What is the background of the airport staff, including you, that is responsible for taxicab planning 
functions and activities? 
 
Based upon the responses from the returned questionnaires, up to a maximum of six (6) participants will 
be chosen for follow-up interviews and document reviews to further investigate the interactions or 
engagements between US airports and those involved with the planning activities and functions related to 
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the development of policies to foster increased air passenger utilization of ground transportation modes, 
including taxicabs, for airport-based trips.   
 
If you agree to participate you do not have to complete any question(s) that you are uncomfortable 
answering. 
 
EXPECTED BENEFITS 
It is expected that this project will not directly benefit you.  However, it may benefit US airports in the 
future by providing insights into the governance arrangements between US airports and ground transport 
services to foster supply-side ground transportation service improvements to increase their usage by the 
traveling public.  A long-term impact of this research may be that these service improvements result in 
environmental benefits of reduced vehicular traffic congestion and related carbon-based emissions. 
 
RISKS 
There are minimal risks associated with your participation in this phase of the research project. These 
include:  
 
• While we have requested your name and airport contact information on the questionnaire’s 
instruction sheet that does not contain the questionnaire’s unique alphanumeric code, there is 
the possibility that you and your airport may be identified as a respondent.  The page with your 
name and airport contact information will be separated from the rest of the questionnaire and 
stored separately in a secure location area that is accessible only by the researcher. 
 
• While it is expected that a large number of responses will be received from airports throughout 
the US, there is a possibility that you and your airport may be identified as a respondent.  The 
utilization of a unique letter and number code on each questionnaire is designed minimize this 
risk.  The key code will be kept separate from the other data and stored in a secure storage area 
and accessible only by the researcher. 
 
PRIVACY AND CONFIDENTIALITY 
All comments and responses will be treated confidentially.  Any data reported from this research will be in 
an aggregate form and de-identified.  If you wish to receive a copy of the survey results when they are 
available, please contact one of the research team members.  
 
Please note that de-identified data collected in this project may be used in future projects including, but 
not limited to books, conference papers and/or presentations, journal articles, media releases, and 
teaching-related materials. 
 
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE 
The return of the completed questionnaire is accepted as an indication of your consent to participate in 
this portion of the project.  A subsequent consent form will be sent to those US airports selected from the 
received questionnaire forms to participate in the interview and document review phases of this research 
project. 
 
QUESTIONS / FURTHER INFORMATION ABOUT THE PROJECT 
If have any questions or require any further information about the project please contact one of the 
research team members below. 
Kum L. (Dan) Wong, PhD Candidate Dr. Doug Baker, Professor 
School of Urban Development 
Faculty of Built Environment and Engineering 
School of Urban Development  
Faculty of Built Environment and Engineering 
Phone: 011 61 4 0657 8555 
E-Mail: kum.wong@student.qut.edu.au    
Phone: 011 61 7 3138 2505 
E-Mail: d2.baker@qut.edu.au    
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Dr. Robyn Keast, Associate Professor 
School of Management 
QUT Business School 
Phone: 011 61 7 3138 6980 
E-Mail: rl.keast@qut.edu.au 
 
 
CONCERNS / COMPLAINTS REGARDING THE CONDUCT OF THE PROJECT 
QUT is committed to research integrity and the ethical conduct of research projects.  However, if you do 
have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of the project you may contact the QUT 
Research Ethics Unit on 011 61 7 3138 5123 or email ethicscontact@qut.edu.au. The QUT Research Ethics 
Unit is not connected with the research project and can facilitate a resolution to your concern in an 
impartial manner. 
Thank you for helping with this research project.  Please keep this sheet for your 
information. 
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Network Governance in US Airport Taxicab Planning Activities Questionnaire 
Instruction Sheet 
 
Thank you for your voluntary participation in this study.  This questionnaire consists of five 
(5) sections: 
• US Airport Governance Arrangements Facilitating Taxicab Planning Activities 
• Governance Modes at US Airports 
• Functions and Staffing of US Airport Departments Responsible for Taxicab Planning 
Activities 
• Identification of Existing Networks between US Airports and Entities Responsible 
for Taxicab Licensing, Regulation, and Service Provision 
• General US Airport and Taxicab Information 
Each section is separate and distinct.  While each section should take no more than 15-20 
minutes to complete, it is highly recommended that you spread out the completion of the 
survey over several days. 
This research has been approved by the Queensland University of Technology Human 
Research Ethics Committee (QUT Ethics Approval Number 1100001167).  As confidentiality 
is of the upmost importance, the data gathered will be securely stored and any reporting of 
the collected data de-identified prior to release.  While we are asking for your name and 
contact information below, this information will only be used to contact you for: a) 
clarification of any responses contained herein, and b) participation in a subsequent 
interview/document review phase as summarized on the attached Participant Information 
for QUT Research Project form.  Upon receipt of your completed questionnaire form, this 
page will be separated from the remaining questionnaire prior and stored in a secure QUT 
facility prior to processing the data.  
In order to commence with the survey, please print this entire packet and answer the 
questions using a blue or black ink pen.  In order to expedite the research process, we 
would appreciate that you complete the survey questionnaire within three weeks of 
receiving this questionnaire.  Please scan your completed questionnaire into an Adobe PDF 
file and send the file using e-mail to: kum.wong@student.qut.edu.au 
If you have any questions or need clarification regarding the survey questions, please feel 
free to e-mail your question to kum.wong@student.qut.edu.au or text your question to +61 
4 0657 8555. 
Name and E-Mail of the Person Completing the Survey: 
 
Name: _________________________ Title: _________________________ 
 
E-Mail: _________________________ Phone: ________________________ 
 
IATA Airport Code: _______________  
 
If requested, would you be willing to participate in additional research activities on this 
subject? 
Yes  No 
 
Do you wish to receive a copy of the survey findings?  Yes  No 
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Section I - US Airport Governance Arrangements Facilitating Taxicab Planning Activities 
 
1. In your role as the airport manager responsible for ground transportation, how do you 
currently consider your rate your airport’s relationship with the following where 1 is 
poor and 5 is excellent?  Please circle the appropriate number for each group on the 
scales below.  
 
a. Taxicab Operators
 ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
        1    2                3          4    5 
 
b. Taxicab Drivers 
 ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
        1    2                3          4    5 
 
c. Off-Airport Taxicab 
Regulatory Agencies
 ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
        1    2                3          4    5 
    Poor         Satisfactory              Excellent 
 
2. How would you, as the airport manager responsible for ground transportation, rate 
your airport’s level of confidence or trust with the following entities where 1 is poor 
and 5 is excellent?  Please circle the appropriate number for each group on the scales 
below. 
 
a. Taxicab Operators
 ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
        1    2                3          4    5 
 
b. Taxicab Drivers 
 ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
        1    2                3          4    5 
 
c. Off-Airport Taxicab 
Regulatory Agencies
 ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
        1    2                3          4    5 
       Poor         Satisfactory              Excellent 
 
3. Is there interaction between your airport and the following groups on airport 
transportation issues? 
 
a. Taxicab Operators   Yes       No 
b. Taxicab Drivers    Yes       No 
c. Off-Airport Taxicab Regulatory Agencies Yes  No 
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4. In what forms does this interaction or engagement occur between your airport and the 
following groups? Check all that applies for each group. 
        
        Group C: 
                    Off-Airport 
 Group A:      Group B:   Taxicab 
                Taxicab        Taxicab  Regulatory  
        Operators     Drivers    Agencies 
Governing Board Meetings 
Public Hearings 
Scheduled or Formal Group Meetings  
Ad Hoc or Impromptu Group Meetings 
Investigations (e.g., Complaints and Lost Item Recovery) 
Telephone Conversations 
Written Correspondence 
E-Mail 
Other ___________________________________ 
 
5. Does your airport initiate the interaction or engagement with the following groups? 
 
a. Taxicab Operators   Yes       No 
b. Taxicab Drivers    Yes       No 
c. Off-Airport Taxicab Regulatory Agencies Yes  No 
 
6. How often does your airport initiate the interaction or engagement process with the 
following groups? 
       Group C: 
             Off-Airport 
       Group A:           Group B:               Taxicab 
             Taxicab            Taxicab        Regulatory  
      Operators            Drivers                Agencies 
100% of the Time 
75 to 99% of the Time 
50 to 74% of the Time 
25 to 49% of the Time 
0 to 24% of the Time 
 
7. Do the following groups initiate interaction or engagement with either you or other 
airport staff? 
 
a. Taxicab Operators   Yes       No 
b. Taxicab Drivers    Yes       No 
c. Off-Airport Taxicab Regulatory Agencies Yes  No 
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8. How often do the following groups initiate the interaction or engagement process with 
airport staff? 
    
        Group C: 
                 Off-Airport 
        Group A:           Group B:               Taxicab 
         Taxicab            Taxicab        Regulatory  
          Operators            Drivers                Agencies 
100% of the Time 
75 to 99% of the Time 
50 to 74% of the Time 
25 to 49% of the Time 
0 to 24% of the Time 
 
9. How often is there interaction or engagement between your airport and the following 
groups? 
        
 Group C: 
                             Off-Airport 
 Group A:    Group B:               Taxicab 
                Taxicab                     Taxicab              Regulatory  
         Operators      Drivers                Agencies 
Daily 
Weekly 
Bi-Weekly  
Monthly 
Quarterly 
Annually 
Never 
Other ___________________________________ 
 
10. Is there a specific agenda or position(s) taken by your airport in the interaction or 
engagement between your airport’s staff, including you, and the following groups? 
 
a. Taxicab Operators   Yes       No 
b. Taxicab Drivers    Yes       No 
c. Off-Airport Taxicab Regulatory Agencies Yes  No 
 
11. If the answer to #10 is yes, who establishes the agenda or position(s) for the following 
groups? Check all that applies for each group. 
        
 Group C: 
                        Off-Airport 
Group A:   Group B:        Taxicab 
            Taxicab                    Taxicab               Regulatory  
           Operators      Drivers                Agencies 
Airport Governing Board 
Airport Management 
Airport Line Staff 
Group A – Taxicab Operators 
Group B – Taxicab Drivers 
Group C – Off-Airport Taxicab Regulatory Agencies 
Other ___________________________________ 
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12. How often is there a specific agenda or position(s) by your airport during the 
interaction or engagement between your airport’s staff, including you, and the 
following groups? 
       
        Group C: 
                 Off-Airport 
       Group A:          Group B:              Taxicab 
              Taxicab           Taxicab        Regulatory  
      Operators            Drivers                Agencies 
100% of the Time 
75 to 99% of the Time 
50 to 74% of the Time 
25 to 49% of the Time 
0 to 24% of the Time 
 
13. What issues are discussed at these interactions or engagements between your airport 
and the following?  Please check all that applies for each group. 
        
  Group C: 
               Off-Airport 
       Group A:     Group B:       Taxicab 
                       Taxicab       Taxicab  Regulatory  
                  Operators     Drivers       Agencies 
Airport Disciplinary Actions (e.g., Fines, Suspensions, and 
Terminations) 
Airport Dispatching Personnel or Procedures 
Airport Enforcement Activities 
Airport Fees and Charges 
Airport Service Enhancements or Improvements 
Airport Taxicab Contract or Concession Agreements 
Airport Taxicab Customer Complaints 
Airport Taxicab Driver Permitting 
Airport Taxicab Facilities (e.g., Holding Lots, Loading Zones) 
Airport Taxicab Vehicle Permitting 
Gate Fees and Other Driver Charges 
Use of Alternative Fueled Taxicabs (e.g., CNG) to Reduce 
Emissions 
Use of Lessees and Independent Contractor Drivers 
Other ___________________________________________ 
 
14. Does interactions or engagements result in working arrangements and/or agreements 
between your airport and the following groups? 
 
a. Taxicab Operators   Yes       No 
b. Taxicab Drivers    Yes       No 
c. Off-Airport Taxicab Regulatory Agencies Yes  No 
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15. Were the working arrangements and/or agreements achieved in these interactions or 
engagements between your airport and the following groups: 
       
                      Group C: 
                         Off-Airport 
      Group A:    Group B:    Taxicab 
                       Taxicab      Taxicab  Regulatory  
                  Operators    Drivers    Agencies 
Decided in a centralized manner with you directing 
towards the final decision. 
Decided in a democratic manner with both sides having 
equal influence. 
Decided in a centralized manner with the particular group 
directing towards the decision. 
 
16. If your airport has a formal policy to increase air passenger use of public transport 
modes, including taxicabs, did you or members of your staff interact or engage with the 
following groups prior to its adoption? 
 
a. Taxicab Operators  Yes No N/A Unable to Recall 
b. Taxicab Drivers   Yes    No N/A Unable to Recall 
c. Off-Airport Taxicab  Yes No N/A Unable to Recall 
Regulatory Agencies 
 
 
17. If the answer for Question #16 was yes, did your interaction or engagement with the 
following groups to increase air passenger use of public transport modes result in 
airport taxicab service enhancements and improvements? 
 
a. Taxicab Operators  Yes     No N/A Unable to Recall 
b. Taxicab Drivers   Yes      No N/A Unable to Recall 
c. Off-Airport Taxicab  Yes No N/A Unable to Recall 
Regulatory Agencies 
 
18. On the whole, do you, as the airport manager responsible for ground transportation, 
believe that your airport has benefitted from these interactions or engagements with 
the following groups? 
 
a. Taxicab Operators   Yes       No 
b. Taxicab Drivers    Yes       No 
c. Off-Airport Taxicab Regulatory Agencies Yes  No 
 
19. Overall, do you, as the airport manager responsible for ground transportation, believe 
that the following groups have benefitted from these interactions or engagements with 
your airport? 
 
a. Taxicab Operators   Yes       No 
b. Taxicab Drivers    Yes       No 
c. Off-Airport Taxicab Regulatory Agencies Yes  No 
 
20. In general, do you, as the airport manager responsible for ground transportation, 
believe that the traveling public have benefitted from these interactions or 
engagements between your airport and the following groups? 
 
a. Taxicab Operators   Yes       No 
b. Taxicab Drivers    Yes       No 
c. Off-Airport Taxicab Regulatory Agencies Yes  No 
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21. As a whole, do you believe that your airport’s interaction or engagement with the 
following groups lead to increased air passenger use of public transport modes through 
airport taxicab service enhancements and improvements? 
 
a. Taxicab Operators   Yes       No 
b. Taxicab Drivers    Yes       No 
c. Off-Airport Taxicab Regulatory Agencies Yes  No 
 
22. How would you, as the airport manager, responsible for ground transportation, rate the 
strength of the bonds between your airport and the following groups where 1 is non-
existent and 5 is extremely strong?  Please circle the appropriate number for each 
group on the scales below. 
 
a. Taxicab Operators
 ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
        1    2                3          4    5 
 
b. Taxicab Drivers 
 ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
        1    2                3          4    5 
 
c. Off-Airport Taxicab 
Regulatory Agencies
 ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
        1    2                3          4    5 
              Extremely 
            Non Existent                  Strong 
 
23. How would you, in your professional capacity, best describe the interaction between 
your airport and the following groups? 
        
              Group C: 
                          Off-Airport 
     Group A:     Group B:     Taxicab 
                   Taxicab        Taxicab   Regulatory  
            Operators     Drivers     Agencies 
Airport staff controls the interactions with the particular 
group. 
Airport staff controls the interactions with the particular 
group most of the time. 
Airport staff and the particular group equally control the 
interactions. 
The particular group controls the interactions with airport 
staff most of the time. 
The particular group controls the interactions with airport 
staff. 
Other _________________________________________ 
 
24. Do you believe that both your airport and the following groups learn from each other as 
a result of these interactions or engagements? 
 
a. Taxicab Operators   Yes       No 
b. Taxicab Drivers    Yes       No 
c. Off-Airport Taxicab Regulatory Agencies Yes  No 
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25. Is there support from outside groups other than taxicab operators, taxicab drivers and 
off-airport taxicab regulatory agencies for the interaction or engagement between your 
airport and the following groups? 
 
a. Taxicab Operators   Yes       No 
b. Taxicab Drivers    Yes       No 
c. Off-Airport Taxicab Regulatory Agencies Yes  No 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
End of Section I 
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Section II - Governance Modes at US Airports 
 
26. From the following list, please check the ownership type that best describes your 
airport? 
 
Independent Authority 
City Agency (Including City-Owned Enterprise Departments)  
Multi-City Agency 
County Agency (Including County-Owned Enterprise Departments) 
Multi-County Agency 
Regional Government Department or Agency 
State Agency (Including State-Owned Enterprise Departments) 
Multi-State Agency 
Other _________________________________ 
 
27. Which of the following statements best describes your airport's organizational mission? 
 
The Airport is Simply a Public Utility Facilitating Access to Air Transportation Modes 
The Airport Must be a Financially Self-Supporting Enterprise 
The Airport is an Instrument to Achieve Societal Goals and Objectives 
The Airport Must be Sustainable 
Other __________________________________________________ 
 
For questions #28-37, please rate from 1 (least likely) to 5 (most likely) the likelihood of 
each group to bring about operational or procedural-related changes that would impact 
airport taxicab facilities, operations, or services.  Please circle the appropriate number for 
each group on the scales below. 
 
28. General Public  
 
___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
       1           2         3   4           5 
       Least Likely                      Most Likely 
 
29. Off-Airport Interests (e.g., Hotels, Tourist Attractions) 
 
___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
       1           2         3   4           5 
       Least Likely                      Most Likely 
 
30. Off-Airport Taxicab Regulatory Agencies 
 
___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
       1           2         3   4           5 
       Least Likely                      Most Likely 
 
31. Airlines 
 
___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
       1           2         3   4           5 
       Least Likely                      Most Likely 
 
32. Airport Governing Board 
 
___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
       1           2         3   4           5 
       Least Likely                      Most Likely 
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33. Airport Senior Management 
 
___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
       1           2         3   4           5 
       Least Likely                      Most Likely 
 
34. Airport Business and Management Staff 
 
___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
       1           2         3   4           5 
       Least Likely                      Most Likely 
 
35. Airport Operations and Maintenance Staff 
 
___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
       1           2         3   4           5 
       Least Likely                      Most Likely 
 
36. Taxicab Operators 
 
___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
       1           2         3   4           5 
       Least Likely                      Most Likely 
 
37. Taxicab Drivers (Including Independent Contractors and Lessees) 
 
___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
       1           2         3   4           5 
       Least Likely                      Most Likely 
 
For questions #38-47, please rate from 1 (least likely) to 5 (most likely) the likelihood of 
each group to bring about economic-related changes that would impact airport taxicab 
facilities, operations, or services.  Please circle the appropriate number for each group on 
the scales below. 
 
38. General Public 
 
___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
       1           2         3   4           5 
       Least Likely                      Most Likely 
 
39. Off-Airport Interests (e.g., Hotels, Tourist Attractions) 
 
___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
       1           2         3   4           5 
       Least Likely                      Most Likely 
 
40. Off-Airport Taxicab Regulatory Agencies 
 
___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
       1           2         3   4           5 
       Least Likely                      Most Likely 
 
41. Airlines 
 
___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
       1           2         3   4           5 
       Least Likely                      Most Likely 
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42. Airport Governing Board 
 
___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
       1           2         3   4           5 
       Least Likely                      Most Likely 
 
43. Airport Senior Management 
 
___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
       1           2         3   4           5 
       Least Likely                      Most Likely 
 
44. Airport Business and Management Staff 
 
___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
       1           2         3   4           5 
       Least Likely                      Most Likely 
 
45. Airport Operations and Maintenance Staff 
 
___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
       1           2         3   4           5 
       Least Likely                      Most Likely 
 
46. Taxicab Operators 
 
___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
       1           2         3   4           5 
       Least Likely                      Most Likely 
 
47. Taxicab Drivers (Including Independent Contractors and Lessees) 
 
___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
       1           2         3   4           5 
       Least Likely                      Most Likely 
 
For questions #48-53, please rate the level of participation from the following groups in 
the airport decision-making process regarding airport taxicab services where 1 = No 
Interest and 5 = Significant Interest.  Please circle the appropriate number for each group 
on the scales below.  
 
48. General Public 
 
___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
       1           2         3   4           5 
       No Interest               Significant Interest 
 
49. Off-Airport Interests (e.g., Hotels, Tourist Attractions) 
 
___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
       1           2         3   4           5 
       No Interest               Significant Interest 
 
50. Off-Airport Taxicab Regulatory Agencies 
 
___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
       1           2         3   4           5 
       No Interest               Significant Interest 
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51. Airlines 
 
___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
       1           2         3   4           5 
       No Interest               Significant Interest 
 
52. Taxicab Operators 
 
___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
       1           2         3   4           5 
       No Interest               Significant Interest 
 
53. Taxicab Drivers (Including Independent Contractors and Lessees) 
 
___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
       1           2         3   4           5 
       No Interest               Significant Interest 
 
For questions #54-59, please rate the level of influence from the following groups in the 
airport decision-making process regarding airport taxicab services where 1 = No Interest 
and 5 = Significant Interest.  Please circle the appropriate number for each group on the 
scales below. 
 
54. General Public 
 
___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
       1           2         3   4           5 
       No Interest               Significant Interest 
 
55. Off-Airport Interests (e.g., Hotels, Tourist Attractions) 
 
___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
       1           2         3   4           5 
       No Interest               Significant Interest 
 
56. Off-Airport Taxicab Regulatory Agencies 
 
___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
       1           2         3   4           5 
       No Interest               Significant Interest 
 
57. Airlines 
 
___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
       1           2         3   4           5 
       No Interest               Significant Interest 
 
58. Taxicab Operators 
 
___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
       1           2         3   4           5 
       No Interest               Significant Interest 
 
59. Taxicab Drivers (Including Independent Contractors and Lessees) 
 
___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
       1           2         3   4           5 
       No Interest               Significant Interest 
 
 
 
End of Section II 
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Section III – Functions and Staffing of US Airport Departments Responsible for Taxicab 
Planning Activities 
 
60. Including yourself, how many airport staff employees in FTE (Full-Time Equivalent) are 
regularly assigned to taxicab planning activities? __________ 
 
61. At your airport, taxicab planning functions and related activities are performed 
primarily by: 
 
Senior Airport Management 
Airport Management or Staff Personnel 
Line Personnel 
Consultants or Contractors 
Other _________________________ 
 
62. Airport taxicab planning functions and related activities are performed through: 
 
A Dedicated Ground Transportation Department 
A Sub-Unit of a Landside Operations Department 
A Sub-Unit of Airport Operations (Landside and Airfield Operations) 
A Sub-Unit of the Airport’s Business or Commercial Development Department 
Personnel from Multiple Departments 
Airport Consultants or Contractors 
External Off-Airport Agencies or Departments 
Other __________________________________________________ 
 
63. What is the background of the airport staff, including you, that is responsible for 
taxicab planning functions and related activities?  Check all that apply. 
 
College Degree – Transportation Planning or Logistics 
College Degree – Airport or Aviation Management 
College Degree – Public Administration 
College Degree – Business Administration 
College Degree – Other ______________________________ 
Transport Regulatory or Enforcement Agency 
Taxicab or Other Surface-Based Public Transport Industry 
Airline or Related Ground Support Industry 
Other Transportation Industry _____________________________ 
Other __________________________________________________ 
 
64. Of the airport staff identified in Question #60, how many in FTE have college degrees? 
__________ 
 
65. Of the airport staff identified in Question #60, how many in FTE have prior experience 
in the taxicab industry? __________ 
 
66. Of the airport staff identified in Question #60, how many in FTE participate in 
interactions or engagements with airport taxicab operators, taxicab drivers (including 
independent contractors and lessees), off-airport taxicab regulatory agencies, and 
others involved with airport taxicab planning functions and related activities? 
__________ 
 
67. On average, how many hours per week does an individual employee identified in 
Question #66 spend actually interacting or engaging with airport taxicab operators, 
taxicab drivers (including independent contractors and lessees), off-airport taxicab 
regulatory agencies, and others involved with airport taxicab planning activities? 
__________ 
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68. What is the average annual individual salary of those employees listed in Question #66 
interacting or engaging with airport taxicab operators, taxicab drivers, off-airport 
taxicab regulatory agencies, and others involved with airport taxicab planning 
activities? 
 
More than $150,000 
$140,000 to $149.999 
$130,000 to $139,999 
$120,000 to $129,999 
$110,000 to $119,999 
$100,000 to $109,999 
$90,000 to $99,999 
$80,000 to $89,999 
$70,000 to $79,999 
$60,000 to $69,999 
$50,000 to $59,999 
Less than $50,000 
 
69. Within your airport organization, is the average pay of those performing taxicab 
planning: 
 
Greater than those Performing Airside or Terminal Planning Duties 
Equal to those Performing Airside or Terminal Planning Duties 
Lesser than those Performing Airside or Terminal Planning Duties 
 
70. Within your airport organization, what is the status of the airport staff performing 
taxicab planning? 
 
Greater than those Performing Airside or Terminal Planning Duties 
Equal to those Performing Airside or Terminal Planning Duties 
Lesser than those Performing Airside or Terminal Planning Duties 
 
71. Are airport staff assigned to taxicab planning also assigned to other airport public 
transport-related functions and duties? 
 
Yes       No 
 
72. Are airport staff assigned to taxicab planning also assigned to airport functions totally 
unrelated to public transport? 
 
Yes       No 
 
Questions #73-79 will query the participation of your airport's taxicab planning staff in 
the development of airport policies to increase the air passenger public transport modal 
split. 
 
73. Does your airport have a policy to increase the public transport modal split, including 
taxicabs, by air passengers?  If you answered No to #73, please check the N/A box for 
Questions #74 to 79. 
 
Yes       No  In Process 
 
74. Was airport staff responsible for taxicab planning involved with the development of the 
airport policy increasing the air passenger public transport modal split?   
 
Yes       No  N/A  Unable to Recall 
 
  
Appendices  
Kum L. (Dan) Wong – 31Jul13 Page 281 
75. What was the level of participation by airport staff responsible for taxicab planning 
involved with policies to increase the air passenger public transport modal split?  Please 
circle the appropriate number on the scale below or check the N/A box. 
 
      N/A    ___+_________+__________+_________+________+___             Unable to Recall 
1       2               3      4         5 
           None or          Less           Similar or         Greater       High,  
          Limited            than              Equal              than          a Key  
               to               Other                 to       Other     Player 
        Technical     Members           Other         Members 
             Data                      Members  
        As Needed 
 
76. What was the level of influence of airport staff responsible for taxicab planning had 
with developing policies to increase the air passenger public transport modal split?  
Please circle the appropriate number for on the scale below or check the N/A box. 
 
      N/A    ___+_________+__________+_________+________+___             Unable to Recall 
1       2               3      4         5 
            None          Less than      Similar or        Greater       High,  
              Other Members   Equal to          than          A Key 
                        Other  Other        Player 
              Members      Members 
 
77. Was airport staff responsible for taxicab planning tasked with eliciting comments from 
and negotiating with the airport's taxicab operators regarding proposed airport policies 
to increase the air passenger public transport modal split? 
 
Yes       No  N/A  Unable to Recall 
 
78. Was airport staff responsible for taxicab planning tasked with eliciting comments from 
or negotiating with the airport's taxicab drivers including independent contractors 
and/or lessees regarding proposed airport policies to increase the air passenger public 
transport modal split? 
 
Yes       No  N/A  Unable to Recall 
 
79. Was airport staff responsible for taxicab planning tasked with eliciting comments from 
or negotiating with off-airport or external taxicab regulatory agencies regarding 
proposed airport policies to increase the air passenger public transport modal split? 
 
Yes       No  N/A  Unable to Recall 
 
Questions #80-85 will query the participation of your airport's taxicab planning staff in 
the development of rates and charges assessed to taxicab operators and drivers. 
 
80. Was or is airport staff responsible for taxicab planning involved with the rates and 
charges assessed to taxicab operators and drivers?  If you answered No to #80, please 
check the N/A box for Questions #81 to 85. 
 
Yes       No 
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81. What was the level of participation by airport staff responsible for taxicab planning 
involved with the rates and charges assessed to taxicab operators and drivers?  Please 
circle the appropriate number on the scale below or check the N/A box. 
 
           N/A  ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___  
       1                   2                3          4              5 
       None or           Less than         Similar or      Greater than          High,  
          Limited       Other Members       Equal to      Other Members      a Key  
                    to Technical            Other                 Player 
         Data As Needed         Members 
 
82. What was the level of influence of airport staff responsible for taxicab planning had 
with establishing the rates and charges assessed to taxicab operators and drivers?  
Please circle the appropriate number on the scale below or check the N/A box. 
 
 
           N/A  ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___  
       1                   2               3          4                  5 
          None             Less than       Similar or      Greater than          High,  
                    Other Members       Equal to     Other Members      a Key 
                         Other                 Player 
                             Members 
 
83. Was airport staff responsible for taxicab planning tasked with eliciting comments from 
and negotiating with the airport's taxicab operators regarding proposed rates and 
charges to be assessed to taxicab operators and drivers? 
 
Yes       No  N/A 
 
84. Was airport staff responsible for taxicab planning tasked with eliciting comments from 
or negotiating with the airport's taxicab drivers including independent contractors 
and/or lessees regarding proposed rates and charges to be assessed to taxicab 
operators and drivers? 
 
Yes       No  N/A 
 
85. Was airport staff responsible for taxicab planning tasked with eliciting comments from 
or negotiating with the off-airport taxicab regulatory agencies including independent 
contractors and/or lessees regarding proposed rates and charges to be assessed to 
taxicab operators and drivers? 
 
Yes       No  N/A 
 
Questions #86-91 will query the participation of your airport's taxicab planning staff in 
the development of airport facilities and/or procedures dedicated to airport taxicab 
operations. 
 
86. Was or is airport staff responsible for taxicab planning involved with the development 
of airport facilities and/or procedures dedicated to airport taxicab operations?  If you 
answered No to #86, please check the N/A box for Questions #87 to 91. 
 
Yes       No 
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87. What was the level of participation by airport staff responsible for taxicab planning 
involved with the development of airport facilities and/or procedures dedicated to 
airport taxicab operations?  Please circle the appropriate number for each group on the 
scale below or check the N/A box. 
 
           N/A  ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___  
       1                   2                3          4              5 
       None or           Less than         Similar or      Greater than          High,  
          Limited       Other Members       Equal to      Other Members      a Key  
                   to Technical            Other                 Player 
         Data As Needed         Members 
 
88. What was the level of influence of airport staff responsible for taxicab planning had 
with the development of airport facilities and/or procedures dedicated to airport 
taxicab operations?  Please circle the appropriate number for each group on the scale 
below or check the N/A box. 
 
           N/A  ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___  
       1                   2               3          4                  5 
          None             Less than       Similar or      Greater than          High,  
                    Other Members       Equal to     Other Members      a Key 
                         Other                 Player 
                             Members 
 
89. Was airport staff responsible for taxicab planning tasked with eliciting comments from 
and negotiating with the airport's taxicab operators in the development of airport 
facilities and/or procedures dedicated to airport taxicab operations? 
 
Yes       No  N/A 
 
90. Was airport staff responsible for taxicab planning tasked with eliciting comments from 
or negotiating with the airport's taxicab drivers including independent contractors 
and/or lessees regarding the development of airport facilities and/or procedures 
dedicated to airport taxicab operations? 
 
Yes       No  N/A 
 
91. Was airport staff responsible for taxicab planning tasked with eliciting comments from 
or negotiating with off-airport or external taxicab regulatory agencies regarding the 
development of airport facilities and/or procedures dedicated to airport taxicab 
operations? 
 
Yes       No  N/A 
 
Questions #92-96 will query the participation of your airport's taxicab planning staff with 
off-airport taxicab regulatory agencies regarding airport taxicab operations. 
 
92. Does your airport interact or engage with external taxicab regulatory agencies 
regarding licensing or regulation issues?  If you answered No to #92, please check the 
N/A box for Questions #93 to 96. 
 
Yes       No 
 
93. Is airport staff responsible for taxicab planning involved with taxicab planning included 
in these meetings with off-airport taxicab regulatory agencies regarding licensing or 
regulation issues? 
 
Yes       No  N/A 
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94. What was the level of participation by airport staff responsible for taxicab planning 
involved with off-airport taxicab licensing or regulation issues?  Please circle the 
appropriate number for each group on the scale below or check the N/A box. 
 
           N/A  ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___  
       1                   2                3          4              5 
       None or           Less than         Similar or      Greater than          High,  
          Limited       Other Members       Equal to      Other Members      a Key  
                   to Technical            Other                 Player 
         Data As Needed         Members 
 
95. What was the level of influence of airport staff responsible for taxicab planning had 
with off-airport taxicab licensing or regulation issues?  Please circle the appropriate 
number for each group on the scale below or check the N/A box. 
 
          N/A  ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___  
       1                   2               3          4                  5 
          None             Less than       Similar or      Greater than          High,  
                    Other Members       Equal to     Other Members      a Key 
                         Other                 Player 
                             Members 
 
96. How often does your airport initiate discussions regarding taxicab licensing or 
regulation issues with off-airport taxicab regulatory agencies? 
 
100% of the Time 
75 to 99% of the Time 
50 to 74% of the Time 
25 to 49% of the Time 
0 to 24% of the Time 
N/A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
End of Section III 
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Section IV - Identification of Existing Networks between US Airports and Entities 
Responsible for Taxicab Licensing, Regulation, and Service Provision 
 
The following questions will query your airport’s relationships with the taxicab operators, 
taxicab drivers (including independent contractors and lessees) and off-airport taxicab 
regulatory agencies. 
 
97. Is there interaction or engagement between your airport and the following entities on a 
regular basis to discuss airport taxicab issues? 
 
a. Taxicab Operators   Yes       No 
b. Taxicab Drivers    Yes       No 
c. Off-Airport Taxicab Regulatory Agencies Yes  No 
 
98. Do these interactions or engagements with the following entities include the use of 
formal meetings? 
 
a. Taxicab Operators   Yes       No 
b. Taxicab Drivers    Yes       No 
c. Off-Airport Taxicab Regulatory Agencies Yes  No 
 
99. If the answer to Question #98 is yes with any of the following entities, how often are 
these formal meetings conducted? 
 
                 Group C: 
                            Off-Airport 
 Group A:        Group B:          Taxicab 
                Taxicab            Taxicab  Regulatory  
           Operators         Drivers          Agencies 
Daily 
Weekly 
Bi-Weekly  
Monthly 
Quarterly 
Annually 
Never 
Other ___________________________________ 
 
100. List the percentage of the time formal meetings between your airport and the airport’s 
taxicab operators are convened by: 
 
Airport Staff     __________ 
Taxicab Operators    __________ 
Other ____________________  __________ 
 
101. List the percentage of the time formal meetings between your airport and the airport’s 
taxicab drivers are convened by: 
 
Airport Staff     __________ 
Taxicab Drivers    __________ 
Other ____________________  __________ 
 
 
102. List the percentage of the time formal meetings between your airport and the off-
airport taxicab regulatory agencies are convened by: 
 
Airport Staff     __________ 
Off-Airport Taxicab Regulatory Agencies __________ 
Other ____________________  __________ 
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103. List the five (5) topics most frequently discussed at these formal meetings with the 
airport’s taxicab operators: 
 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
104. List the five (5) topics most frequently discussed at these formal meetings with the 
taxicab drivers: 
 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
 
105. List the five (5) topics most frequently discussed at these formal meetings with the off-
airport taxicab regulatory agencies: 
 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
 
106. Did your airport conduct a formal meeting or meetings with the following parties prior 
to your airport establishing a policy to increase the air passenger public transport 
modal split (including taxicabs and other public transport modes)?  Check the N/A 
boxes if your airport does not have a policy to increase passenger use of public 
transport modes. 
 
a. Taxicab Operators Yes      No N/A Unable to Recall 
b. Taxicab Drivers  Yes      No N/A Unable to Recall 
c. Off-Airport Taxicab 
Regulatory Agencies Yes No N/A Unable to Recall 
 
107. Do your airport’s interactions or engagements with any of the following parties include 
the use of informal or ad hoc meetings? 
 
a. Taxicab Operators   Yes       No 
b. Taxicab Drivers    Yes       No 
c. Off-Airport Taxicab Regulatory Agencies Yes  No 
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108. If the answer to Question #107 is yes with any of the following entities, how often are 
these informal or ad hoc meetings conducted? 
 
                           Group C: 
                       Off-Airport 
                   Group A:              Group B:               Taxicab 
                          Taxicab               Taxicab            Regulatory  
                      Operators                Drivers                Agencies 
Daily 
Weekly 
Bi-Weekly  
Monthly 
Quarterly 
Annually 
Never 
Other ___________________________________ 
 
109. In what forums do these informal or ad hoc meetings occur with the following entities? 
Mark all that apply. 
       
 Group C: 
                            Off-Airport 
      Group A:     Group B:       Taxicab 
                      Taxicab        Taxicab     Regulatory  
                 Operators     Drivers       Agencies 
Governing Board Meetings 
Public Hearings 
Scheduled Formal Meetings 
Investigations (e.g., Complaints and Lost Item Recovery) 
Telephone Conversations or Conference Calls 
Other ___________________________________ 
 
110. List the percentage of the time these informal or ad hoc meetings are conducted 
between you and the airport’s taxicab operators are convened by: 
 
Airport Staff     __________ 
Taxicab Operators    __________ 
Other ____________________  __________ 
 
 
111. List the percentage of the time these informal or ad hoc meetings are conducted 
between you and the airport’s taxicab drivers are convened by: 
 
Airport Staff     __________ 
Taxicab Drivers    __________ 
Other ____________________  __________ 
 
112. List the percentage of the time these informal or ad hoc meetings are conducted 
between you and the off-airport taxicab regulatory agencies are convened by: 
 
Airport Staff     __________ 
Off-Airport Taxicab Regulatory Agencies __________ 
Other ____________________  __________ 
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113. List the five (5) topics most frequently discussed at these informal or ad hoc meetings 
with the airport’s taxicab operators: 
 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
 
114. List the five (5) topics most frequently discussed at these informal or ad hoc meetings 
with the taxicab drivers: 
 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
 
115. List the five (5) topics most frequently discussed at these informal or ad hoc meetings 
with the off-airport taxicab regulatory agencies: 
 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
 
116. Did your airport conduct an informal or ad hoc meeting or meetings with the following 
entities prior to your airport establishing a policy to increase the air passenger public 
transport modal split (including taxicabs and other public transport modes)?  Check the 
N/A boxes if your airport does not have a policy to increase passenger use of public 
transport modes. 
 
a. Taxicab Operators Yes      No N/A Unable to Recall 
b. Taxicab Drivers  Yes      No N/A Unable to Recall 
c. Off-Airport Taxicab 
Regulatory Agencies Yes No N/A Unable to Recall 
 
117. Rate the quality of the relationships between your airport and the following groups 
with 1 = Hostile and 5 = Excellent.  Please circle the appropriate number for each group 
on the scales below: 
 
 
a. Taxicab Operators
 ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
        1    2                3          4    5 
 
b. Taxicab Drivers 
 ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
        1    2                3          4    5 
 
c. Off-Airport Taxicab Regulatory Agencies
 ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
        1    2                3          4    5 
   Hostile         Cooperative         Collaborative 
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118. Rate the trust level between your airport and the following parties with 1 = No Trust 
and 5 = Complete Trust.  Please circle the appropriate number for each group on the 
scales below: 
 
a. Taxicab Operators
 ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
        1    2                3          4    5 
 
b. Taxicab Drivers 
 ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
        1    2                3          4    5 
 
c. Off-Airport Taxicab Regulatory Agencies
 ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
        1    2                3          4    5 
No Trust                 Complete 
                    Trust 
 
119. Rate the strength of the commitment between your airport and the following parties to 
dialogue, as well as program planning and implementation with 1 = Weak and 5 = 
Strong.  Please circle the appropriate number for each group on the scales below: 
 
a. Taxicab Operators
 ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
        1    2                3          4    5 
 
b. Taxicab Drivers 
 ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
        1    2                3          4    5 
 
c. Off-Airport Taxicab Regulatory Agencies
 ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
        1    2                3          4    5 
   Weak                   Strong 
 
120. Rate the balance of the influence as it relates to discussions and decision-making 
between your airport and the following parties with -3 = Airport Dominates, 0 = Equal 
Participation, and 3 = Selected Parties Dominate).  Please circle the appropriate number 
for each group on the scales below. 
 
a. Taxicab Operators 
 
___+_________+_________+_________+_________+_________+_________+___ 
      -3      -2            -1                   0         1               2     3 
 
b. Taxicab Drivers 
 
___+_________+_________+_________+_________+_________+_________+___ 
      -3      -2            -1                   0         1               2     3 
 
c. Off-Airport Taxicab Regulatory Agencies 
 
___+_________+_________+_________+_________+_________+_________+___ 
      -3      -2            -1                   0         1               2     3 
 
          Airport                                        Equal                        Other Party 
       Dominates           Participation                                      Dominates 
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121. Rate the amount of learning or understanding between your airport and the following 
entities in the planning and implementation of airport taxicab operations with 1 = No 
Understanding or Learning Between the Parties and 5 = Significant Understanding or 
Learning Between the Parties.  Please circle the appropriate number for each group on 
the scales below: 
 
a. Taxicab Operators
 ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
        1    2                3          4    5 
 
b. Taxicab Drivers 
 ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
        1    2                3          4    5 
 
c. Off-Airport Taxicab Regulatory Agencies
 ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
        1    2                3          4    5 
     No                Significant 
   Understanding           Understanding 
 
122. Rate the effectiveness of the interactions or engagements between your airport and 
the following parties in either avoiding or dealing constructively with conflicts with each 
other with 1 = No Effect and 5 = Extremely Effective.  Please circle the appropriate 
number for each group on the scales below: 
 
a. Taxicab Operators
 ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
        1    2                3          4    5 
 
b. Taxicab Drivers 
 ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
        1    2                3          4    5 
 
c. Off-Airport Taxicab Regulatory Agencies
 ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
        1    2                3          4    5 
No Effect               Extremely 
                             Effective 
 
123. Rate the effectiveness of formal meetings between your airport and the following 
parties in improving the quantity and quality of the taxicab service provided at the 
airport (1 = None and 5 = Essential).  Please circle the appropriate number for each 
group on the scales below: 
 
a. Taxicab Operators
 ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
        1    2                3          4    5 
 
b. Taxicab Drivers 
 ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
        1    2                3          4    5 
 
c. Off-Airport Taxicab Regulatory Agencies
 ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
        1    2                3          4    5 
   None                  Essential 
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124. Rate the effectiveness of informal or ad hoc meetings between your airport and the 
following parties in improving the quantity and quality of the taxicab service provided 
at the airport with 1 = None and 5 = Essential.  Please circle the appropriate number for 
each group on the scales below: 
 
a. Taxicab Operators
 ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
        1    2                3          4    5 
 
b. Taxicab Drivers 
 ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
        1    2                3          4    5 
 
c. Off-Airport Taxicab Regulatory Agencies
 ___+___________+____________+___________+__________+___ 
        1    2                3          4    5 
   None                  Essential 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
End of Section IV 
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Section V - General US Airport and Taxicab Information 
 
125. Based upon your airport’s 2009 total passenger enplanements in 2009, please estimate 
the percentage of those passengers who: 
 
a. Commenced their initial airline trip at your airport  __________ 
b. Transferred from another flight arriving at your airport  __________ 
c. Other ______________________________   __________ 
       Total:      100.00% 
 
126. Of those passengers commencing their initial airline trip at your airport in 2009, what is 
your estimate of the percentage of those passengers who: 
 
a. Used taxicabs to get to the airport     __________ 
b. Used other ground transportation modes (e.g., shared-ride vans) to 
to get to the airport      __________ 
 
127. What ground transportation modes other than taxicabs were available in 2009 for 
immediate hire (no pre-arrangement necessary) to take air passengers to and from 
your airport?  Check all that apply. 
 
Limousines 
Shared Ride Vans 
Scheduled Airport Buses and Vans (Privately Operated) 
Courtesy Shuttles 
Public Transit (Buses) 
Public Transit (Rail) 
Other ___________________________________ 
 
128. Which of the following best describes your airport’s ownership: 
 
My airport is owned by a city 
My airport is owned by a county 
My airport is owned by a state 
My airport is owned by multiple government entities 
My airport is an independent governmental entity  
My airport is owned by a chartered multi-state governmental entity 
Other _________________________ 
 
129. Is your airport's governing board responsible for additional functions governmental 
unrelated to airports and aviation? 
 
Yes       No 
 
130. If the answer to Question #129 is no, check the N/A box.  If the answer is yes, list below 
what other functions is your airport’s governing board responsible for: 
 
          N/A 
 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
 
131. Does your airport have a taxicab concession? 
 
Yes       No  Other ______________________________ 
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132. Your airport's taxicab dispatching system can be best described as: 
 
Open to All Taxicabs 
Open to Taxicabs from 2+ Cities 
Open to Only Taxicabs from 1 City 
Closed Except to Specific Taxicab Operators, Vehicles or Drivers 
 Using a RFP or Similar Contractor Selection Process  
Other ___________________________________ 
 
133. How many taxicab trips are dispatched from your airport annually? 
____________________ 
 
134. How many taxicab passengers are transported annually from your airport?  
____________________ 
 
135. How many taxicab operators are permitted to operate at your airport? ____________ 
 
136. How many taxicab vehicles are permitted to operate at your airport? ____________ 
 
137. How many taxicab drivers are authorized to operate at your airport? ____________ 
 
138. Does your airport permit taxicab drivers to be lessees or independent contractors 
rather than taxicab operator employees who are eligible for taxicab operator-paid 
workers compensation for on-the-job injuries? 
 
Yes       No 
 
139. Does your airport permit taxicab vehicles to be owned or registered by a lessee or 
independent contractor rather than by a taxicab operator? 
 
Yes       No 
 
140. How many taxicab complaints does your airport receive on an average month? 
____________ 
 
141. Does your airport have a policy to increase the air passenger modal split for public 
transport modes (including taxicabs) over the single occupant vehicle?  If you checked 
No or In Process, please check the N/A box in Questions #142 and #143. 
 
Yes       No  In Process 
 
142. If you answered Question #141 as yes, has the policy resulted in increased air 
passenger usage of taxicabs at your airport? 
 
Yes       No  N/A 
 
143. If you answered Question #141 as yes, has the policy resulted in increased air 
passenger usage of other airport public transportation modes at your airport? 
 
Yes       No  N/A 
 
144. Does your airport have the authority to permit, suspend or revoke a taxicab operator at 
the airport? 
 
Yes       No  In Conjunction with Another Agency 
 
145. Does your airport have the authority to permit, suspend, or revoke a taxicab vehicle at 
the airport? 
 
Yes       No  In Conjunction with Another Agency 
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146. Does your airport have the authority to permit, suspend or revoke a taxicab driver 
(including an independent contractor or lessee) at the airport? 
 
Yes       No  In Conjunction with Another Agency 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
End of Section V and Questionnaire 
 
Please Scan the Completed Survey into an Adobe PDF File and E-mail the File to: 
kum.wong@student.qut.edu.au 
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Appendix C: Interview Questions – Fort Lauderdale and Orlando Airports  
 
PARTICIPANT INFORMATION FOR QUT 
RESEARCH PROJECT 
– Interview and Document Review – 
Network Governance in US Airport Taxicab Planning Activities 
QUT Ethics Approval Number 1100001137 
RESEARCH TEAM  
Principal 
Researcher: 
Kum L (Dan) Wong, PhD Student, QUT 
Associate 
Researchers: 
Professor Doug Baker, School of Urban Development, Faculty of Built 
Environment and Engineering 
Associate Professor Robyn Keast, School of Management, QUT Business 
School 
DESCRIPTION 
This project is being undertaken as part of PhD degree program for Kum L. (Dan) Wong.   
The purpose of this project is to identify the formal and informal relationships between US airport 
management and various entities involved with the planning activities or functions related to the 
provision of airport taxicab services (i.e., taxicab operators, taxicab drivers including independent 
contractors and lessees, and off-airport taxicab regulatory agencies).  The goal of the research 
project is to provide US airport managers with additional tools to create sustainable programs to 
increase the utilization of airport ground transport modes, including taxicabs, by air passengers 
resulting in reduced airport-based traffic congestion and related carbon-based vehicular emissions. 
You are invited to participate in this project because you are a US airport manager or professional 
staff member who is in a position to provide useful insights to this research project through your 
prior and/or current interactions or engagements with airport taxicab operators, drivers, and off-
airport taxicab regulatory agencies in the planning activities related to airport taxicab services. 
PARTICIPATION 
Your participation in this project is entirely voluntary. If you do agree to participate, you can 
withdraw from the project without comment or penalty.  If you withdraw, on request any 
identifiable information already obtained from you will be destroyed. Your decision to participate, or 
not participate, will in no way impact upon your current or future relationship with QUT. 
Your participation will involve an audio recorded interview at your office or other agreed location, 
which will take approximately ninety (90) minutes of your time. Questions will include: 
• Describe the involvement of the a) taxicab operators, b) taxicab drivers (including independent 
contractors and lessees), and c) off-airport taxicab regulatory agencies in the airport’s planning 
process or processes as it pertains to infrastructure, service initiatives, and other programs 
directly impacting taxicabs as an airport ground transportation service? 
• Explain how you, as airport staff, see your airport’s networking interactions or engagements 
with the a) airport taxicab operators, b) taxicab drivers, and c) off-airport taxicab regulatory 
agencies as a tool towards improving the airport’s taxicab services resulting in their increased 
usage by air passengers? 
After the interview, the researcher or interviewer will ask to review and arrange for copies of any 
documents documenting the interactions or engagements.  
EXPECTED BENEFITS 
It is expected that this project will not benefit you directly. However, it may benefit US airports in the 
future by providing insights into the governance arrangements between US airports and ground 
transport services to foster supply-side ground transportation service improvements to increase 
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their usage by the traveling public.  A long-term impact of this research may be that these supply-
side service improvements result in environmental benefits of reduced vehicular traffic congestion 
and related carbon-based emissions. 
RISKS 
There are minimal risks associated with your participation in this project. These include: 
• The small number of participants in this phase of the research may possibly identify you and 
your airport as a respondent.  However, the data will only be reported in the aggregate and de-
identified.  To further minimize this possibility, the recordings and transcripts of such interviews 
and applicable post-interview questions will be kept in a secure storage area and accessible 
only by the researcher. 
• In addition, the publicly held documents collected and reviewed in this phase of the research 
may identify you and your airport as a respondent.  The data from these document reviews will 
only be reported in the aggregate and de-identified in any research outputs (e.g., reports).  In 
order to further minimize the possibility of you and your airport’s identification, these 
documents will be kept in a secure storage area and accessible only by the researcher. 
PRIVACY AND CONFIDENTIALITY 
All comments and responses will be treated confidentially.  Any data reported from this research will 
be de-identified. 
Interview participants will have the opportunity to verify their comments and responses to all 
interview and any subsequent post-interview questions.  As confidentiality is of universal importance 
in this research, any references made to the responses from the interview or any subsequent post-
interview questions, as well as any documents provided by the participant in any subsequent 
document review will be de-identified. 
Access to the recordings and/or transcripts will be limited to the PhD researcher.  While the audio 
recordings will be destroyed upon the conferral of the PhD student researcher’s degree in 2013, the 
transcripts from such recordings will remain in a secure storage area for a period of time as 
prescribed by QUT but in no case will that period be less than five (5) years from the date the 
researcher’s PhD thesis or dissertation is approved and degree awarded. 
Please note that de-identifiable data collected in this project may be used in future projects 
including, but not limited to books, conference papers and/or presentations, journal articles, media 
releases, and teaching-related materials. 
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE 
We would like to ask you to sign a written consent form (enclosed) to confirm your agreement to 
participate in these phases of this research project. 
QUESTIONS / FURTHER INFORMATION ABOUT THE PROJECT 
If have any questions or require any further information please contact one of the research team 
members below. 
Kum L (Dan) Wong, PhD Candidate Dr Doug Baker, Professor 
School of Urban Development 
Faculty of Built Environment and Engineering 
School of Urban Development  
Faculty of Built Environment and Engineering 
Phone:  011 61 4 0657 8555 
E-Mail:  kum.wong@student.qut.edu.au  
Phone:  011 61 7 3138 2505 
E-Mail:  d2.baker@qut.edu.au  
  
Dr Robyn Keast, Associate Professor 
School of Management 
QUT Business School 
 
Phone:  011 61 7 3138 6980 
E-Mail:  rl.keast@qut.edu.au   
CONCERNS / COMPLAINTS REGARDING THE CONDUCT OF THE PROJECT 
QUT is committed to research integrity and the ethical conduct of research projects.  However, if you 
do have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of the project you may contact the 
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QUT Research Ethics Unit on 011 61 7 3138 5123 or email ethicscontact@qut.edu.au. The QUT 
Research Ethics Unit is not connected with the research project and can facilitate a resolution to 
your concern in an impartial manner. 
Thank you for helping with this research project.  Please keep this sheet for your 
information. 
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CONSENT FORM FOR QUT RESEARCH 
PROJECT 
– Interview and Document Review – 
Network Governance in US Airport Taxicab Planning Activities 
QUT Ethics Approval Number 1100001164 
RESEARCH TEAM CONTACTS 
Kum L (Dan) Wong, PhD Candidate Dr Doug Baker, Professor 
School of Urban Development 
Faculty of Built Environment and Engineering 
School of Urban Development  
Faculty of Built Environment and Engineering 
Phone:  011 61 4 0657 8555 
E-Mail:  kum.wong@student.qut.edu.au  
Phone:  011 61 7 3138 2505 
E-Mail:  d2.baker@qut.edu.au  
  
Dr Robyn Keast, Associate Professor 
School of Management 
QUT Business School 
 
Phone:  011 61 7 3138 6980 
E-Mail:  rl.keast@qut.edu.au  
STATEMENT OF CONSENT 
By signing below, you are indicating that you: 
• have read and understood the information document regarding this project 
• have had any questions answered to your satisfaction 
• understand that if you have any additional questions you can contact the research team 
• understand that you are free to withdraw at any time, without comment or penalty 
• understand that you can contact the Research Ethics Unit on 011 61 7 3138 5123 or email 
ethicscontact@qut.edu.au if you have concerns about the ethical conduct of the project 
• understand that the project will include audio recording 
• understand that de-identifiable data collected in this project may be used in future projects 
including, but not limited to books, conference papers and/or presentations, journal articles, 
media releases, and teaching-related materials 
• agree to participate in the project including providing agency documents to corroborate the 
statements made in the interview and any follow-up meetings or teleconferences  
 
Name  
Signature  
Date   
 
Please return this sheet to the investigator. 
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Network Governance in US Airport Taxicab Planning Activities 
Interview Questions 
Interview Duration: 90 Minutes 
 
Airport Engagement with Taxicab Operators 
 
1. Describe the overall relationship as you, the airport, see it with the taxicab 
operators? 
 
2. Discuss the involvement of the taxicab operators in the airport’s planning process 
or processes as it pertains to infrastructure, service initiatives (including those to 
increase the air passenger ground transportation modal split), and other programs 
effecting taxicabs as an airport ground transportation service? 
 
3. As airport staff, please discuss whether the scope of your airport’s relationship with 
the taxicab operators is commensurate with their importance in the daily 
operations of your airport?  Specifically, address why the scope of the relationship 
is or is not proportionate to their importance in daily airport operations. 
 
4. As airport staff, please describe any barriers or restrictions that would limit or 
restrict changes in the relationship with the taxicab operators? 
 
5. What changes would you, as the airport, like to see in your airport’s interactions or 
engagements with the taxicab operators? 
 
6. Explain how you, as airport staff, see your networking airport’s networking 
interactions or engagements with the taxicab operators as a tool towards 
improving the airport’s taxicab services resulting in their increased usage by air 
passengers? 
 
Airport Engagement with the Taxicab Drivers Including Independent Contractors and 
Lessees 
 
1. Describe the overall relationship as you, the airport, see it with the taxicab drivers 
including independent contractors and lessees? 
 
2. Discuss the involvement of the taxicab drivers, including independent contractors 
and lessees, in the airport’s planning process or processes as it pertains to 
infrastructure, service initiatives (including those to increase the air passenger 
ground transportation modal split), and other programs effecting taxicabs as an 
airport ground transportation service? 
 
3. As airport staff, please discuss whether the scope of your airport’s relationship with 
the taxicab drivers including independent contractors and lessees is commensurate 
with their importance in the daily operations of your airport?  Specifically, address 
why the scope of the relationship is or is not proportionate to their importance in 
daily airport operations. 
 
4. As airport staff, please describe any barriers or restrictions that would limit or 
restrict changes in the relationship with the taxicab drivers including independent 
contractors and lessees? 
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5. What changes would you, as the airport, like to see in your airport’s interactions or 
engagements with the taxicab drivers including independent contractors and 
lessees? 
 
6. Explain how you, as airport staff, see your networking airport’s networking 
interactions or engagements with the taxicab drivers including independent 
contractors and lessees operators as a tool towards improving the airport’s taxicab 
services resulting in their increased usage by air passengers? 
 
Airport Engagement with the Off-Airport Taxicab Regulatory Agencies 
 
1. Describe the overall relationship as you, the airport, see it with the off-airport 
taxicab regulatory agencies? 
 
2. Discuss the involvement of the off-airport taxicab regulatory agencies in the 
airport’s planning process or processes as it pertains to infrastructure, service 
initiatives (including those to increase the air passenger ground transportation 
modal split), and other programs effecting taxicabs as an airport ground 
transportation service? 
 
3. As airport staff, please discuss whether the scope of your airport’s relationship with 
the off-airport taxicab regulatory agencies is commensurate with their importance 
in the daily operations of your airport?  Specifically, address why the scope of the 
relationship is or is not proportionate to their importance in daily airport 
operations. 
 
4. As airport staff, please describe any barriers or restrictions that would limit or 
restrict changes in the relationship with the off-airport taxicab regulatory agencies? 
 
5. What changes would you, as the airport, like to see in your airport’s interactions or 
engagements with the off-airport taxicab regulatory agencies? 
 
6. Explain how you, as airport staff, see your networking airport’s networking 
interactions or engagements with the off-airport taxicab regulatory agencies as a 
tool towards improving the airport’s taxicab services resulting in their increased 
usage by air passengers? 
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Appendix D: Interview Questions – San Francisco Airport 
Network Governance in US Airport Taxicab Planning Activities 
Modified Interview Questions 
Interview Duration: 30 Minutes 
 
1. Describe the overall relationship as you, the airport, see it with the taxicab 
operators, taxicab drivers including independent contractors and lessees, and off-
airport taxicab regulatory agencies? 
 
2. Discuss the involvement of the taxicab operators, taxicab drivers including 
independent contractors and lessees, and off-airport taxicab regulatory agencies in 
the airport’s planning process or processes as it pertains to infrastructure, service 
initiatives (including those to increase the air passenger ground transportation 
modal split), and other programs effecting taxicabs as an airport ground 
transportation service? 
 
3. As airport staff, please discuss whether the scope of your airport’s relationship with 
the taxicab operators, taxicab drivers including independent contractors and 
lessees, and off-airport taxicab regulatory agencies is commensurate with their 
importance in the daily operations of your airport?  Specifically, address why the 
scope of the relationship is or is not proportionate to their importance in daily 
airport operations. 
 
4. As airport staff, please describe any barriers or restrictions that would limit or 
restrict changes in the relationship with the taxicab operators, taxicab drivers 
including independent contractors and lessees, and off-airport taxicab regulatory 
agencies? 
 
5. What changes would you, as the airport, like to see in your airport’s interactions or 
engagements with the taxicab operators, taxicab drivers including independent 
contractors and lessees, and off-airport taxicab regulatory agencies? 
 
6. Is there any changes you’d like to see with the relationships between the operators, 
the drivers including independent contractors and lessees, and off-airport taxicab 
regulatory agencies with the airport? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
